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to do something to improve conditions in
the shipping and shipbuilding fields, I
send to the desk for appropriate refer-
ence a resolution which has been for-
warded to me by the Portland, Oreg.,
branch of the Marine Cooks and
Stewards, AFL.

Adopted at the regular meeting of the
organization on March 9, 1954, it ex-
presses convictions regarding shipping
needs and policies that show a real sense
of awareness of the problems facing our
Nation in this field, so important both
to the peacetime economy and the secu-
rity of these United States.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Finance, and ordered to be printed in
the REcorbp, as follows:

A ResoLUuTION (CommissioNn onN FoRelGwN
Economics PoLicYy—RANDALL REFORT)

Whereas the Commission on Foreign Eco-
nomic Policy, more commonly known as the
Randall report, has been directed by the
Congress to examine and determine in the
fleld of foretgn economic policies the correct
approach to foreign aid; and while this re-
port is quite extensive and covers many prob-
lems, this resolution is primarily interested
in the section relating to merchant marine
policy; and

Whereas at present the United States mer-
chant fleet, under the Merchant Marine
Bhipping Act, enjoys the benefit of handling
50 percent of the Government-financed car-
goes, which in turn employs American sea-
men and also helps maintain a healthy and
active American merchant marine; and

Whereas the recommendation of the
Commission is to repeal this section of the
Merchant Marine Act, on the basis that it
compels the countries receiving dollar as-
sistance to spend a part of this money on
freight services which they could render to
themselves at a much cheaper rate; and

‘Whereas 50 percent of these cargoes are
still available to foreign shipping and no
such consideration is given to American
ships by any foreign country; and

Whereas this policy would result in for-
eign shipping interests underbidding Amer-
ifcan shippers and would result in more
American ships being laid up or being sold to
foreign-flag owners and would double the
unemployed number of American seamen,
which would affect all American workers in
shipyards and all other industries, and
weaken our present standard of living; and

Whereas this recommendation would re-
sult in the deterioration of our merchant
marine as a military auxiliary in a case of
national emergency and would place us at
the mercy of foreign nations whose ships
would be unavailable to us in any such
emergency: Therefore be it

Resolved, That this union go on record in
rejecting this recommendation by this Com-
mission as detrimental to the good and wel-
fare of the American people and that of-
ficials and members of this union are hereby
instructed to do everything possible to pre-
vent any changes in the law as It now
~stands in regard to the 50-percent clause;
and be it further

Resolved, That we not place our secur;ty
for the future in foreign ships in case of
another war; that we meet this situation
now by maintaining an adequate merehant
marine which would guarantee employment
to the existing trained personnel and give
fair competition to the operators; and be it
further

Resolved, That this resolution be endorsed
by all other legitimate maritime unions and
that copies be sent to President Eisenhower,

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

favorable Senators and Congressmen, and
that we request the president of our inter-
national, Harry Lundeberg, to have the en-
tire American Federation of Labor help us
to stop this contemplated scuttling of our
American merchant marine; and be it fur-
ther
Resolved, That we make the press aware of
our action.
MARINE CoOKs & STEwWARDS, AFL,
PoORTLAND BRANCH,
BaiLors UnioN oF THE PacrFic,
PoRTLAND BRANCH.

RECESS TO MONDAY

Mr, ENOWLAND. Mr. President, if
there be no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I move that the Senate
stand in recess until 12 o’clock noon on
Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 8
o'clock and 45 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until Monday, March 29,
1954, at 12 o’clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS
Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate March 25 (legislative day of
March 1), 1954:
CoAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY

Robert F. A. Studds to be Director of the
Coast and Geodetic Survey for a term of
4 years, effective May 12, 1954.

TO BE CAPTAINS IN THE COAST AND
GEODETIC SURVEY
Walter H. Bainbridge
Carl I. Aslakson
Paul A. Smith
POSTMASTERS
CALIFORNIA
Lois C. Doss, Forestville.
Floyd Erdman, Herndon.
William J. Kelly, Penngrove.
COLORADO
Charles E. Robison, Crowley.
IDAHO
Frederick D. Shaw, Spirit Lake.
ILLINOIS
Fred H. Lancaster, Macon.
Leo C. Franklin, Prairie du Rocher,
I0WA
George W. Hepworth, Chelsea,

KANSAS
Louis B. Perkins, Elkhart.
‘Walter W. Beggs, Ensign.
Donald E. Burgardt, Park.
Clare S. Enerr, Talmage.
MAINE
Charles R. Hubbard, Jr., North Berwick.
MICHIGAN
Mary M. Mitchell, East Leroy.
MINNESOTA
Richard A. Heald, Ogilvie.
Hilbert B. Anderson, Winthrop.
NEW JERSEY
George H. McCullough, Glasshoro,
OREGON
Louis E. Walker, Jr., Brownsville,
PENNSYLVANIA
Raymond L. Rupert, Sykesville.
VERMONT
Frank D. Eggleston, East Dorsef.
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WISCONSIN
William H. Behrens, Brodhead,
William L. Chesley, Oconto.
Levern V. Newman, Platteville.
Willie A. Johnson, Whitehall.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
THURSDAY, MARCH 25, 1954

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D. D, offered the following prayer:

Almighty and ever-blessed God, in
whose presence the greatest and wisest
are but babes, lift us now to Thyself and
endue us with the spirit of insight and
understanding.

We humbly confess that we are often
tempted to become discouraged and cyn-
ical when we find ourselves baffled and
perplexed by problems for which we have

no adequate solution.

Show us how we may drive away those
dark clouds which eclipse our vision of
that divine greatness which is too wise to
err and that divine goodness which is
too kind to injure.

May we daily experience a new nativ-
ity of faith and hope as we seek to lead
groping humanity out of darkness into
the glorious liberty of the sons of God.

Hear us in Christ's name, Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its elerks, announced that
the Senate had passed without amend-
ment a concurrent resolution of the
House of the following title:

H. Con. Res. 214. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the Sani-
tary Engineering Center, Cincinnati, Ohio,
should be known as the Robert A, Taft Sani-
tary Engineering Center.

UNCALLED-FOR ATTACK ON THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. DEROUNIAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. DEROUNIAN. Mr. Speaker, we
have heard a lot about name calling re-
cently from the Democratic side of the
aisle, so that it came as a shock to me,
a very great shock, to read in the issue
of Newsday, March 23, 1954, published in
my distriet, and the Long Island Daily
Press of the same date, a news story of
the statements uttered by a Member of
this body about our President. Our col-
league the gentleman from New York
[Mr. CELLER], as he addressed the Great
Neck Democratic Club Monday night, is
quoted in Newsday as follows:

GreaT Neck—In a blistering indictment
of the Republican administration, Repre-
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sentative EmanNvUEL CeLLER, Democrat, last
night branded President Eisechower a cow-
ard. * * * “When history is put down,” he
roared, “It will clearly indicate how cowardly
was this man Iin the White House.” And
further along in the news story, Mr. CELLER
is quoted as saying, “* * * It is agalnst the
Rules of the House to make derogatory re-
marks about a Senator, but in the face of
the iniguities * * * I rip up all tke rules.
They mean nothing to me.”

Mr. Speaker, these days when the
Democrat Party accuses the Republicans
of name calling—when the Democrat
Party talks of respect for the rights of
private citizens—is it not improper and
disrespectful that a Member of this
House, who has for so long been chair-
man of the Committee on the Judiciary
and is now the ranking minority member,
should have the effrontery to call our
great President a coward? Is it not a
sad reflection on the state of mind of the
gentleman from New York that he should
make such an inflammatory statement
when he, above all, should be a man of
judicious mind and temperament. What
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
CeLLEr] proposes, I submit, is that the
President turn away from the proven,
truly American way of doing things,
and engage in name calling and attempt-
ed purges, We saw too much of that in
recent years, and it runs counter to
everything that we expect of the dignity
of the Presidential office, to say nothing
of that office’s proper relationship to the
other branches of our Government.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
would not buy this statement about a
man who led the American armies in
Europe and who went to Korea even be-
fore he took the oath of office as Presi-
dent, to help solve that tragic situation.
History has already proven that the un-
fortunate statement attributed to the
gentleman from New York is without
basis of fact. Our President does not
engage in personal vituperation and
vulgar name calling and does not believe
in government by purge. Apparently
the gentleman from New York wants
both.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. CerLEr] owes the President
of the United States a full apology, and it
should be forthcoming immediately. I
hereby ask the Democratic leadership
whether or not it agrees with the gentle-
man from New York that President
Eisenhower is a coward. If it agrees,
let it say so. If it does not agree with its
Democratic spokesman from New York,
the Democrat Party owes an apology to
the President of the United States and
to this House.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. BROWNSON asked and was given
permission to address the House today
for 15 minutes, following the legislative
business of the day and any other spe-
cial orders heretofore entered.

THE 133D ANNIVERSARY OF GREEK
INDEPENDENCE

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, today marks the 133d anniver-
sary of Greek independence, for it was
in 1821 that these gallant and courageous
people rose against their enemy oppres-
sors under the leadership of Archbishop
Germenos and commenced their strug-
gle for national liberation. This valiant
strife was not to be in vain, for by the
Convention of London of May 7, 1832,
Greece was recognized as an independ-
ent nation.

The present-day Greek, wherever he
may be, is fittingly proud of his great
ancestors, Aristotle, Demosthenes, Soc-
rates, Plato, and others who were in-
strumental in developing the first great
civilization of the Western World. Much
that the average American and Euro-
pean values in modern civilization has
been handed down from the early Greek
people. Greek philosophy, science, art,
literature, and architecture have pro-
foundly influenced western develop-
monts in these various cultural fields.
We Americans are also aware that many
of the basic ideas of practical demoec-
racy and the rights of the individual
originated and were nurtured in this
small peninsula.

The retention of freedom has, how-
ever, been no facile task for the Greek
people, for from the initial days of in-
dependence they have had to resist time
and again the aggressive designs of their
predatory neighbors.

Recent history, especially, exemplifies
this indomitable desire and resoluteness
to retain their hard-earned freedom.
The world has marveled at their cou-
rageous stand against the Fascist and
Nazi invaders and later against the
threat of Communist tyranny. Their
ultimate victory over communism has
been a source of inspiration for the mil-
lions of people in a great part of the
world's area where the basic ideas of
democracy have been obliterated by
totalitarian oppression.

The American people, from the days
of 1821 to the present, have helped the
Greek people in their struggles to
achieve and maintain their independ-
ence. Moreover, the United States is
fully conscious of the honor and the ad-
vantages of having a vigorous nation
such as the Greeks by our side in the
struggle against Russian communism.
The fact that recent United States aid
has been given to Greece without any
territorial or material gains on our part
indicates to the Greek people that
there is no imperialistic intent on the
part of the United States, but only a
desire to assist in sustaining Greek
independence.

On this the 133d anniversary of Greek
independence the noble spirit of the
Greeks is perhaps best expressed in the
words of their leader, King Paul, in an «
address delivered hefore the United Na-
tions General Assembly, during his
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recent trip to the United States, when
he said:

With internal political stability and pos=-
sessing armed forces whose organization,
fighting spirit and reliability are universally
recognized, Greece stands alert. * * *
Should the powers of destruction at any
moment dare to interfere in an attempt to
strangle the salutary work (f the United
Nations, Greece stands ready to throw her-
self at once into the struggle at the services
of the world organization.

In my home city of Lowell we are very
proud of our American citizens of Greek
ancestry. Their family life represents
the finest. They have contributed many
to the learned professions. Lawyers,
doctors, teachers, and the clergy cooper-
ate together with Mr. Citizen to give the
community a neighborly spirit. They
have contributed greatly to the defense
of our country. They are among my
close friends and for many years I have
been grateful to them for their loyalty
and honorable spirit.

Throughout the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts there are many Ameri-
cans with the excellent and noble back-
ground of the culture of Greece. Our
commonwealth and our country is a
much improved place for life and living,
for the strength of our defense, for the
sturdiness of our character, for genuine
happiness because they are with us, in
the building of this the greatest democ-
racy on earth.

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the REcorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
it is a source of great pleasure to me to
join with others in the Cengress of the
United Stales in this observance of
March 25, the Greek Independence Day.

Considering that ancient Greece was
the cradle of democracy and that mod-
ern Greece continues to make large and
strengthening contribution to the world
in which we live, it seems to me most fit-
ting that the session of this distinguished
body of the lawmakers of this democracy
should open today with tributes to the
Greeks.

I am thinking especially of the men
and women of Greek birth or blood who
are such a vital, dynamie, and sustaining
part of the great city of Chicago. Not
the least of these is Nicholas Melas, my
own fraternity brother, who has made
outstanding contribution to the field of
industrial relations at the University of
Chicago. There are many others whom
I wish to honor myself by mentioning,
but first, Mr. Speaker, I should address
myself to the facts of history.

LOVE OF FREEDOM

March 25, the beginning of the Greek
war for independence, marks a renas-
cence of that love of freedom and justice
which is part of the inheritance be-
queathed by ancient Greece to the mod-
ern world.

The submergence of the Greeks under
Turkish rule after the fall of Constanti-
nople in 1453 did not lead to the total
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destruction of the Greek inheritance,
for the Turks with their not inconsider-
able gift for management, allowed Greek
institutions to survive in many areas,
and made use for their own ends of the
inherent Greek systems of local govern-
ment and administration even as the
Romans had done before them in Greek
lands. This fact may partially explain
the present-day phenomenon of victor
and vanquished of the war for inde-
pendence—1821-29—standing together
today as bulwarks of democracy against
Communist aggression.

With due regard for the Republic of
Turkey, the fact that she stands as a
champion of democracy must be attrib-
uted at least in part to the subtle pene-
tration of Greek ideals during that pe-
riod when Greek love of freedom and
justice was ostensibly submerged in a
government marked by tyranny and
cruelty. Whatever the reason, and it is
unquestionably a combination of Greek
influence and Turkey’s traditional hatred
of Russia, the democracies are more se-
cure because of the positive, hardheaded
determination of these allies that Russia
shall not pass the Dardanelles.

SEND TROOPFS TO KOREA

The Turks were the first to send troops
to Korea, at a time when even we were
not sure that the Reds would not drive
our outnumbered forces into the sea.
Turkish dislike of Russia of course is
grounded in bitter experience. In Korea
the Turks were fizhting communism, not
Russia. It is logical, therefore, to as-
sume that Turkish determination to
hold back the Reds in Korea stemmed
from the remarkable progress in democ-
racy Turkey has made since World War I.

Greece and Turkey, the poorest coun-
tries in NATO, kick in 40 percent of
their budgets for defense. Today these
two nations are presenting a smooth,
hard front against the Reds.

‘While the Truman doctrine committed
the United States to the defense of
Greece and Turkey, the spirit that made
American arms and ammunition effec-
tive was the spirit of love of freedom and
justice which was the spirit of ancient
Greece.

CIVIC SENSE IS HIGH

The civic sense of the Greek is highly
developed. The order of AHEPA, the
highest exponent of Hellenic ideals in
the new world is a living, working or-
ganization breathing the democracy and
love of country of the Greek citizen.
It is dedicated to the task of preparing
the individual to exercise the rights and
duties of American citizenship, intelli-
gently, courageously, and unselfishly.
Greek immigrants organized AHEPA
to help them orient themselves in
American life through a knowledge of
every phase of American history and
tradition, government machinery and
civic customs.

The success of this effort can well be
illustrated by pointing to contributions
made to business, professional, and civic
life by citizens of Greek birth or descent.
My list is incomplete but it serves the
purpose.
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The legal systems of antiquity, fol-
lowed by the codes of the Byzantine
World point to Greek ability in the field
of law. From my own Chicago comes
Hon. James K. Chelos, an eminent jurist,
James Geroulis a member of the staff
of our great State's attorney, John Gut-
knecht; Paul Demos, Athanasios A. Pan-
telis, Dimetrios Parry, George S. Span-
non, and many others.

FIRST GREEE-AMERICAN JUDGE

Judge Chelos was elected to the bench
in November of 1952. He was the first
Greek-American in the State of Illinois
to wear the judicial robe. I was present
at the ceremonies attending his inaugu-
ration. There was present a great
throng of well-wishers, all sensing the
historie significance of the ocecasion.
Greece, which in the centuries long gone
had built the foundations of logic, of
equity, and of law was to have sitting
in judegment in a Chicago court one of
Greek blood. I am happy to report, Mr.
Speaker, that the record of Judge Chelos
in the close to 2 years that he has worn
the judicial robe has measured up to the
finest traditions of the bench.

I should mention here ancther great
Greek-American lawyer, with whom I
was closely and affectionately associated
for many years, A. A. Pantelis. It was he
who was responsible for the founding
of the Hellenic Post of the American
Legion and the position of tremendous
power and influence occupied by that
post in the early formative years of the
Legion.

Upholding the tradition of Hippocra-
tes in the modern manner we have Drs.
William D. Nestos, Basil J. Photos,
Charles Spirrson, Nicholas Drake, and
many others.

Greek enterprise in business life is well
illustrated by such a man as Van A.
Nomikos, vice president of the Independ-
ent Theater Owners Alliance, a former
national president of AHEPA and cur-
rently president of the board of St. Con-
stantine's Greek Orthodox Church; also
my good friend and distinguished con-
stituent, William Karzas, who has helped
so mightily in the building of Greek-
American prestige.

Leaving Chicago and the second dis-
trict, to include a man of national prom-
inence, whose name suggests itself in
this connection, we count Spyros Skou-
ras, president of the 20th Century Fox
Films.

The modern Greek, like the Greek of
ancient times, transfers business and
financial success into public service.
Again, in search of an example, I return
to my own Chicago and the Second Dis-
trict to name Pierre De Mets, a business-
man, also a member of the executive
board of St. Constantine’s Church and
active in civic and charitable activities
of which I shall name but two: La Rab-
ida Sanitarium, where needy children
suffering from heart ailments are
treated, and the Mercy Hospital drive.

IN MANY FIELDS OF SERVICE

The name of Mrs. Theodore Ashford
Askounis stands beside that of Jane
Addams in the field of social service and
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aid to immigrants. Prof. Theodore Ash-
ford, formerly of the University of Chi-
cago, now at Washington University, St.
Louis, represents the contribution of
Chicago’s Greek population to the field
of physical sciences.

In the field of politics brilliant rep-
resentation is furnished by James M.
Mezilson, able member of the staff of
the senior Senator from Illinois.

During World War II, citizens of Greek
origin with characteristic charity and
patriotism reached out to aid their suf-
fering brothers in Greece. Prominent
in Greek war relief were G. T. Drake
and John L. Manta, president of the
Greek War Relief Association. Mr.
Manta is also a founder and sponsor of
the Greek Cultural Foundation at the
University of Chicago whose purpose it
is to promote the study of Greek cul-
ture.

In the field of music Chicago boasts
of Nicola Moscona; while the fame of
Demitri Metropoulis, of the New York
Philharmonie, is international.

To name the Greeks who in the tra-
dition of Thermopylae have fought, bled,
and died for democracy in two world
wars would require more space than is
allotted to me here; so, I shall mention
but one much-decorated hero of World
War I, who sleeps in Arlington Ceme-
tery—George Dilboy.

FOREIGN RESIDUAL OIL IS GRADU-
ALLY DESTROYING THE BITUMI-
NOUS COAL INDUSTRY IN PENN-
SYLVANIA

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, my
congressional distriet located in the
heart of Pennsylvania, has been classi-
fled as a critical area by the United
States Department of Labor because of
heavy unemployment in the coal, rail-
road, and related industries. At the mo-
ment it is estimated that 11 percent of
employables are unemployed and forced
to live on unemployment insurance and
surplus commodities.

One of the major contributing factors
to this acute unemployment situation in
my congressional district as well as the
State of Pennsylvania is the importation
of foreign residual oil from the Carib-
bean area. If this Congress would im-
pose a quota limitation on foreign re-
sidual oil, much of the existing unem-
ployment would be alleviated simply be-
cause coal would regain its eastern sea-
board market.

The dire plight of the bituminous coal
industry in Pennsylvania is evidenced by
the following statistics compiled by the
Central Pennsylvania Coal Producers
Association, Altoona, Pa. A study of
these statistics shows a continuous de-
cline in the total tonnage of bituminous
coal since 1946, which means that thou-




195}

sands of jobs of coal miners, railroaders,
and others in related industries have
been destroyed. At this point I should
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like to call attention to the following
compilation of figures for the period 1947
through 1953:

Total tonnage of bituminous coal produced and tolal number of men employed in the Stale of
Pennsylvania, 1947 to 1953, inclusive, and January 1954

Increase or Mottt Igemmc or

- decrease, umber o ecrease,

Year Total net tons preceding | employees | preceding

year year

1947 144,626,000 | oceaeovoos 109,202 | oo ool
1648 e i 130, 642, 000 =9, 67 110, 326 +1.03
1049_ 87, 085, 000 —33.33 100, 119 =0.25
1950 i 103, 445, 000 ~+18. 77 04,514 —5. 60
1951__ e 106, 676, 000 -+3.12 86, 369 —8.62
1952, 87, 316, 000 —18.15 76, 676 -—11.22
1853 90, 513, 000 -+3. 66 61, 420 =10.90
Decrease since 1947 54, 113, 000 —37.42 47, 782 —43. 76
January 1953.. 8,012,067 | . ____ 65,088 |-l
Ji v 1954 6,688,084 | o M S =
Decrease 1,324,033 —14. 53 8,421 —12 94
Total deer BEAET 080 1L 50, 208 |- e sameae

Mr. Speaker, the above figures show
the adverse effect that foreign residual
oil is having on the economy of Pennsyl-
vania by the decline in the production of
bituminous coal. Not only is the econ-
omy of Pennsylvania affected, but our
national security is threatened by the
closing of bituminous mines.

It is not difficult to realize that a de-
cline in annual production of 55,437,033
net tons over a T-year period, and a
decline of 56,203 employees in the same
period is devastating. Taking coal at an
average value of $5.75 a ton means a loss
in revenue to the economy of central
Pennsylvania of $319 million. This, of
course, does not measure the loss in rail
revenue and other allied industry and,
of course, we cannot by any means deter-
mine the sociological impact on the
mining communities as a result of the
unemployment of 56,203 men.

The Department of Mines of Pennsyl-
vania states that from January 1, 1953,
to March 1, 1954, 58 operating mines
were closed in central Pennsylvania, re-
sulting in the dismissal of 3,497 men.
Many factors have contributed to this
decline. Some of them are domestic and
local in character. These the industry
and communities are attempting to solve.

Mr. Speaker, the most damaging con-
tributing factor, however, is the impor-
tation of residual fuel oil from foreign
countries. In 1953 this imported resid-
ual displaced 33 million net tons of coal
and we are told that it will increase in
1954, The majority of this oil came to
the eastern seaboard, which is the nat-
ural market area for central Pennsyl-
vania coal. The oil has its origin in
Venezuela and the Dutch West Indies.
It is produced with cheap labor and is
afforded ridiculously low transportation
rates which, together with other factors,
places it in a preferred position price-
wise with Pennsylvania coal.

Mr. Speaker, although residents of
Pennsylvania are concerned with the
welfare of the coal industry in Pennsyl-
vania, there is, however, another aspect
of the situation that should receive the
serious consideration of our national
Government.

The energy requirements of our Na-
tion are increasing at a normal rate,

Our domestic sources of fuel supply are
adequate to meet these normal demands.
However, in abnormal times, such as we
experienced in World War I and II, we
have been sorely pressed for adequate
fuel supply, In World War I our energy
demands increased 31.6 percent in 4
years, and in World War II they in-
creased 46.3 percent. Most of this in-
crease in demand was met by increased
production in the coal industry which
reached its peak of 630 million tons in
1947 to 453 million tons in 1953.

In Pennsylvania, because of residual
fuel oil competition and other factors,
the production has declined from 145
million tons in 1947 to 91 million tons in
1953, or a decline of 37 percent. The
decline is continuing. Production in
Pennsylvania for January 1954 is down
16.53 percent compared with 1953. Be-
cause of this decline a great many mines
have been closed and there has been a
decline in personnel from 109,202 in 1947
to 56,668 in March 1954.

We in Pennsylvania know from experi-
ence that when a mine is closed it cannot
be reopened. It fills up with water and
caves in. Not only is this great quantity
of valuable natural resource lost forever,
but a source of supply that would be
sorely needed in times of emergency is
gone. Also, personnel to operate the
mine in times of emergency would be
unavailable.

In 1947 we produced nationally 139
million tons of strip coal. This was
quick and easy coal. Because of deple-
tion, it would not be available on the
occasion of another emergency.

Another condition that is alarming in
central Pennsylvania is the decline of
the young men in the industry. In for-
mer times it was traditional for young
men to follow in the footsteps of their
fathers in the coal industry. However,
with the mines closing as they are and
operating part time, most of these young
men are leaving the communities and
seeking employment elsewhere,

There are various angles in this pic-
ture with which I am sure you are ac-
quainted. We in Pennsylvania know
that if something is not done immedi-
ately to alleviate the condition, central
Pennsylvania as a coal-producing area
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will dry up. This source of fuel supply
will be lost and should an emergency
arise, our National Government would
experience difficulty in getting sufficient
fuel to run the machinery. Oil would
be suddenly cut off and what oil is avail-
able would be used, of course, to man our
war machinery.

Mr. Speaker, in the interest of my own
congressional district, the State of Penn-
sylvania, the coal industry nationally,
and the welfare of our Nation, Congress
is urged to support legislation that would
restrict the importation of foreign re-
sidual fuel oil.

ASSAULT WITH A DANGEROUS
WEAPON COMMITTED IN THE
SENATE CHAMBER OR THE HOUSE
CHAMBER
Mr. HALE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent to address the House for

1 minute and to revise and extend my

remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Maine?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALE. Mr. Speaker, I have just
introduced a bill which provides that a
person convicted of committing an as-
sault with a dangerous weapon in the
Chamber of the Senate of the United
States or in the Chamber of the House
of Representatives of the United States
may be punished by death or by im-
prisonment for any term of years or
for life,

I was much impressed after the recent
shootings in the House with the news-
paper headlines, which were no doubt
correct, that those guilty of that assault
on the Members of the House could not
receive capital punishment unless one of
the Members of the House were actually
to die.

That, I realize, is the common law of
murder, but I think it is a little tough
to insist that a Member of this body
should die in order that his assailants
may receive the most severe punishment
known to our law.

Mr. Speaker, I do not consider that
Members of this body or the other body
should be privileged characters, but it
does seem to me that when assembled
in their respective Chambers an assault
upon them, whether it is a discriminat=
ing assault or an indiscriminate assault,
like that of March 1, is not just an attack
on some people, but is, in effect, an
assa.tult on the Government of the United
States.

DAIRY FARMERS FACE CRISIS

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis-
consin?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, for the past 3 days I have taken
the opportunity of drawing my col-
leagues’ attention to the critical situa-
tion facing America’s 3 million dairy
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farmers after April 1, which is only 7
days hence.

On April 1 Secretary of Agriculture
Benson, with the apparent or implied
blessings of the administration, is set to
fire an economic torpedo at the dairy
farmers by lowering milk and butterfat
support prices to 75 percent of parity.
This economie torpedo, as I have stressed
and pointed out to Members of the
House, will set off other economic bomb-
shells that will in time affect more people
than dairy farmers.

Lowered dairy support prices will have
its economic repercussions on the main
street of hundreds of rural communities.
In time the chain effects of recession will
touch the labor, industrial, and financial
segments of our whole economy. If this
happens, I am sure that soma of my col-
leagues will recall too late the warnings
that I uttered here o1 the House floor.

Let me reiterate again the point that
American dairy farmers have not been
living for years next door to the Federal
Treasury. I grant that the dairy-sup-
port program has cost the Government
some money—but the cost can by no
stretch of the imagination be branded as
a generous handout.

Yesterday I stated that the total cost
of the dairy-support program for the 20~
year period, from October 17, 1933, to
November 30, 1953, amounted to $164.3
million. This figures out to $8 million
annually for the 20-year period. I be-
lieve that this is very cheap economic in-
surance to stabilize an industry with an
annual income at the present time of $4
billion.

I neglected to state in previous re-
marks that the cost of the dairy-support
program represents only 13.7 percent of
the total cost of all farm programs for
the 20-year period I cited. Metropolitan
press stories give the misleading impres-
sion that the dairy-support program has
cost American taxpayers billions of dol-
lars. Unfortunately, Secretary Benson
has made little or no effort to correct this
erroneous impression.

There is one subsidy program that has
cost the Government billions of dollars.
This subsidy is never publicized by those
who shed crocodile tears over farm pro-
gram costs. I refer to the $40.7 billions
given to business and industry for re-
conversion during and since the end of
Voorld War II. Incidentally, farmers
helped to pay for some of the business
and industry reconversion, but farmers
did not complain on this score.

I should also like to draw attention to
the fact that farmers were not given
special consideration or tax amortiza-
tion for their war-production efforts and
reconversion to peacetime farming.
Farmers had to pay their own way, and
many of them had to borrow money to do
it. No mention is made of this by the
press when comments are made on sub-
sidies.

Now that the dairy industry is in
trouble, Secretary Benson has decided to
cut dairy supports to 75 percent on April
1. It is for this reason that I introduced
my bill, H. R. 8388, to extend dairy-sup-
port prices at 90 percent for another 120
days after April 1. The House Commit-
tee on Agriculture has only a few days
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left in which to hold a hearing and re-
port the bill out. If enacted into law, the
bill gives dairy farmers 4 months grace
and it also gives Congress time to con-
sider some realistic dairy-support legis-
lation as part of a general farm bill.

I hope that the committee realizes the
seriousness of the dairy farmer’s plight
and acts now.

DAIRY PRICE SUPFORTS

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to commend our colleague the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. JoHNsoN]
for his timely and foreeful efforts in sup-
port of his bill, H. R. 8388, continuing
present support prices on dairy products
for 4 months. I would like to point out
once again why I think such an action
is reasonable. In the first place, we are
not today as a matter of Government
policy offering dairy products on the
world market at competitive prices. Two
things are required to sell anything. One
of them is to offer the product for sale
and the other is to make the price right.
In the case of dairy products, as a mat-
ter of Government policy, we are not
offering the commodities for sale in
world-market channels and neither are
we making the price competitive. So as
long as these products are held on our
domestic markets and within the United
States, and as long as a matter of Gov-
ernment policy we are not trying to sell
them, I think the gentleman is clearly
right in his efforts to postpone a reduc-
tion in existing farm income until some-
thing is worked out,

I agree we must use any farm com-
modity we support. I agree supply and
demand must be tied together, but the
farm income is not too high. We must
correct the causes of our present prob-
lems and reducing farm income is not
the cure,

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I, too,
want to commend the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. Jornson] for the earnest
efforts he has been making in appealing
that Congress continue the 90 percent
price supports on dairy products for 4
more months effective April 1. Thisisa
perfectly sound, reasonable, and logical
proposition, embodied in his bill, H. R.
8388. The Agriculture Committees in
both Houses of the Congress are now
reviewing the entire price support farm
program, and it is obvious that dairy
products are, and should be, part of the
whole overall program and should be
considered as such.

The farm problem is one of the most
urgent problems which must be acted
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upon by this Congress. Every business-
man, merchant, professional person, la-
borer, and farmer will agree that the
farm problem is important to the na-
tional economy and of concern to every
one of us. It is important because the
prosperity of the farmer is directly tied
to the prosperity of the Nation.

It has been said that depressions are
farm led and farm fed, that a recession
in agriculture is the forerunner of eco-
nomic dislocation. It cannot be denied
that a farm recession is in the making,
and becoming more acute, month by
month. Farm income has dropped by
about 18 percent during the last year and
a half and is still falling. The farmer
is getting a smaller and smaller share of
every dollar the consumer spends. Last
year the farmer got 48 cents out of the
consumer dollar. Today he gets only 45
cents. This means that the farmer’s
living standards are going down. It
means he has less money in his pocket
to spend with the local merchant and
to buy the products of industry. It is
clear then that action by Congress is re-
cuired to stabilize farm income at cost
or production levels, and the farm issue
looms as the No. 1 issue in this 83d
Congress.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. BYRD asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 30 min-
utes on Wednesday next, following the
legislative program of the day and spe-
cial orders heretofore granted.

FALSE ECONOMY IN RESOURCES
DEVELOPMENT

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. EELLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, the Federal Budget is a book
about as big and thick and full of figures
as the Pittsburgh telephone directory.
And when you look up a number in this
book, it is apt to be a big one—in the
hundreds of millions, if not in billions.

These figures are the costs of various
Government programs, and they look
fat and swollen and extravagant. It is
only when you break these figures down
into specific programs, and into the de-
tails of those programs, that you can get
any clear idea why they are so big, for
usually the programs involved are big
programs of vital importance to defense,
to our economy, to our industries or to
the lives and health of our people.

And it is only then that we can tell
whether the periodic economy drives in
Government originating either in the ex-
ecutive department or in Congress look
as good in the cold light of detailed anal-
ysis of the programs affected as they did
when lumped together in a big and
happy-sounding economy headline in the
newspapers.

In this connection, I have been study-
ing in some detail the proposed $20 mil-
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lion budget for the United States Bureau
of Mines. This budget, as submitted to
Congress by the Eisenhower administra-
tion, makes Secretary of Interior Doug-
las McKay quite happy, for it shows a
cut of about $2,700,000 below the amounts
appropriated by Congress last year and
more than $7 million below the previous
year,

But I am afraid I cannot get very
enthusiastic about the reductions. The
more I study them, the more convinced
I become that an ax was wielded on
Mines Bureau funds by Interior Depart-
ment brass hats who did not realize the
damage they were thereby doing to the
long-range economiec future of our coun-

SCOPE OF MINES BEUREAU RESPONSIBILITIES

Some people have an idea that all the
Bureau of Mines does is look after the
coal mines. Important as that work is,
it is only a part—far less than half—of
the Bureau’s activities. All of the nat-
ural resources of the Nation below
ground—except water—are within the
jurisdiction of this Bureau. And it is
the Government’s main research agency
in the finding, conservation, and devel-
opment of these resources on which our
entire economy is based. Our sources
of, methods of extraction of, and uses
for coal, petroleum, natural gas, helium,
iron ore, zine, lead, copper—all the met-
als and nonmetallic minerals including
the new wonder metals vital to atomic
energy and other defense uses—depend
to a large extent on Mines Bureau re-
search.

Cutting Mines Bureau funds by $3
million or $7 million looks good on a
budget sheet and helps the Department
of the Interior to build up an impressive
economy record—but the recent hear-
ings by the House Appropriations Com-
mittee into the actual application of
these cuts reveal an arbitrary and dan-
gerous shortsightedness.

Coal research is cut by $200,000; petro-
leum and natural gas research by
$93,000; synthetic liquid fuel research—
conversion of coal to oil—by nearly
$300,000; research in minerals and met-
als necessary to modern manufacturing
is reduced by nearly $1,500,000.

The figures by themselves mean little
until you read the somewhat apologetic
but nevertheless clear warnings from
Mines Bureau officials that they cannot
do the jobs they would like to do under
these revised figures.

They do not actually come right out
and say the cuts are bad, because they
are not permitted to do so. Under wraps
and prohibited from asking Congress
for a cent more than the Interior Depart-
ment budget cutters have recommended,
they merely acknowledged under ques-
tioning that the scope of their work will
necessarily be reduced. The details of
those reductions are now spread on the
record, and should cause concern to every
industry in America dependent upon
Mines Bureau research for improved
methods of recovery and use of our
underground resources.

FALSE ECONOMY COMES HOME TO ROOST

We are going through now, by order
of the administration in its budget-cut-
ting drive, exactly the kind of thing we
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experienced from the Republican 80th
Congress in 1947, the first year of that
term of Congress. Then, too, deep cuts
were made into fundamental Mines
Bureau research programs, on the claim
they were saving the taxpayers money.

By the next year, they learned that
most of the cuts they made had saved
some dollars at the expense of major
industrial progress in the United States.
So they had to put all these funds back
in the budget again. All the cuts had
accomplished was confusion, chaos and
delay in vital programs of research.

Fortunately, the highly successful
mine safety program, which in its first
full year of operation under the revised
inspection law passed in 1952 resulted
last year in the lowest fatality and in-
jury rate in the coal mines in the history
of the industry, was cut much less than
other Mines Bureau programs—only
$55,000 below last year's $3,700,000 ap-
propriation. At least the administra-
tion did not want any blood on its hands
from a slash in this fund, and for that
we can all be grateful.

DAIRY PRICE SUPPORT PROGRAM

Mrs. PFOST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Idaho?

There was no objection.

Mrs. PFOST. Mr. Speaker, in view of
Secretary of Agriculture Benson's firm
refusal to hold in abeyance for 4 months
his order reducing dairy support levels, I
am today introducing a bill identical to
the one previously introduced by my dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. JoansoN]. These
bills would continue on a temporary
basis 90 percent price supports on milk
and butterfat. At this time I ask the
great House Agriculture Committee to
give this legislation their immediate at-
tention.

I talked by long distance this morn-
ing with a number of dairymen and rep-
resentatives of the dairy industry in my
own State of Idaho. They are unani-
mously of the opinion that a grave situ-
ation faces the industry if the Benson
order is allowed to go into effect. They
are aware, as I am, that the consumer
may receive some benefits in a few cents’
drop in milk and butter prices, and in
these days of falling employment and
worsening economic conditions, we all
want to give the consumer a break. But
in my opinion, it is foolhardy to think
only of the few cents this order would
save in the immediate present, and shut
our eyes to its long-range repercussions
to our economy as a whole. We all know
that farm prosperity is the basis of pros-
perity of us all, and that we cannot af-
ford to place in jeopardy any segment of
our farm economy.

The Benson order would put in serious
trouble the dairy farmers of my con-
gressional district. Though the national
average is 1 cow for each 7.4 persons, the
average in Canyon County, my home
county, is 1 cow for each 2 persons.
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Hard upon the heels of Secretary Ben~
son’s announcement last month of the
drop in dairy support prices, the largest
creamery in my home county dropped
the price of butterfat 3 cents. This
happened just on the basis of the an-
nouncement. What the future holds is
anybody’'s guess—and that guess is an
apprehensive one. Add to this these
facts: In 1952 the Canyon County price
for butterfat in whole milk was $1.18;
in 1953 the price dropped to $1.07Y%;
last month the price was 89 cents.

The high price of feed is adding to
the dairy farmer’s dilemma. A severe
drop in dairy prices will really lower
the boom on him. If he is given until
July 31, he will have an opportunity to
readjust his schedule, and will have the
advantage of spring pastures to supple-
ment his high feed costs.

Mr. Speaker, April 1 is almost upon
us. If the order to reduce the support
price of dairy products to 75 percent of
parity is allowed to go into effect next
Thursday, it will indeed be April Fool's
Day for the dairy farmer—and before
long the consumer may realize it was
April Fool's Day for him, too.

I urge the Agriculture Committee to
consider immediately H. R. 8388 and
H. R. 8558 to postpone the Benson order
for 4 months. This will give Congress
time to consider carefully the impending
slash in dairy price supports. I ask each
of you to join forces with my colleague
and me in requesting consideration of
this important legislation.

THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I was in-
formed that while I was attending a
meeting of the Judiciary Committee the
gentleman from New York [Mr. DErOU-
N1AN] made the statement that there was
reflected in the Long Island press a
statement to the effect that I called the
President of the United States a coward.

I deny emphatically having made any
kind of statement of that sort.

I said that I thought that when his-
tory was written with reference to the
operations of a certain committee in the
other body and the chairman thereof it
would state that “the Republican ad-
ministration had manifested considera-
ble timidity and cowardice.”

I did not intend thereby to involve
personally the President of the United
States. I did involve others.

I also said that when history is written
it will be shown that the Republican ad-
ministration, for example through its
Secretary for the Army, had determined
upon a very forthright, hard-hitting
statement at the time of the investi-
gation by that same committee of a bat-
tle-scarred general with many decora-
tions, and then unfortunately the Sec-
retary for the Army buckled before the
impact and onslaughts of the gentleman
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presiding on that committee and with=-
held that splendid statement. I ecould
give many other examples of timidity
manifested by the administration. Suf-
fice to say it has been weak-kneed and
cowardly in its reactions toward that
certain chairman of that committee.

I have the greatest respect and honor
for the President of the United States.
He is a great soldier, an exemplary char-
acter, kind, humble, able. But he too
could well manifest a far stronger and
belligerent attitude toward this certain
individual who is creating so much havoc.

STARVATION IN THE PHILIPPINES

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, it has come
to my attention that it is estimated that
200,000 people in the Philippine island
of Mindoro are facing starvation be-
cause of an infestation of rats.

We have spent vast millions in south-
east Asia in arms and ammunition to de=
fend against communism. I suggest
that our Government could well fight
communism in this instance by sending
some of the surplus food to these people
whom formerly we had under our pro-
tection and our flag and who now face
starvation. I would sugggest that our
Government send surplus food to the
starving people of the world as a human-
iterian and effective manner of defeat-
ing the influx of the godless hordes.

GREEK INDEPENDENCE
ANNIVERSARY

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr, Speaker, I
rise today to salute the heroic people of
Greece on the occasion of the 133d an-
niversary of the independence of their
small but great nation.

The courageous deeds of these people
over many generations have been and
will continue to be an inspiration to free-
dom-loving people the world over. I
Jjoin with their admirers in the 28th Con-
gressional District of Pennsylvania and
throughout the United States in reitera-
ting praise for their stoutheartedness
and hopes and prayers for a bright and
glorious future for this brave people who
have done so much on behalf of the cause
of freedom everywhere.

THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include an article from
the Nassau County Review Star.)

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I am very
glad the gentleman from New York [Mr.
CeLLER] took the opportunity to make
the denial he did, because there appeared
in the Long Island Press and Nassau
County Review Star an article in which
these statements are made:

Congressman EmMANUEL OCEeLLER, Brooklyn
Democrat, last night accused President Eis-
enhower of “running an administration of
fright and cowardice"—

Referring to the President of the
United States. The article goes on to
state that he also made the statement:

‘We have naught but sllence from the head
of the Republican Party in the White House.
‘When history is written it will clearly indi-
cate how cowardly was the man in the
White House.

I say to the gentleman from New York
that if he did not make such statement—
and he denies he said it—that he write
the papers of Nassau County and de-
mand that they retract the statements
immediately.

I include herewith the article to which
I made reference:

CELLER Sats IKE's AFrap oF McC

Congressman EmMaANUEL CeLrer, Brooklyn
Democrat, last night accused President Eis-
enhower of “running an administration of
fright and cowardice.”

Speaking before the Great Neck Demo-
cratic Club, Cerrer said the President
“should cut this man McCarTHY down to
size, but instead, he refused to mention the
rascal in all his utterances.”

“We have naught but silence from the
head of the Republican Party in the White
House. When history is written it will clearly
indicate how cowardly was the man in the
White House.”

Congressman CELLER, who represents the
Rockaways in Queens in addition to his
Brooklyn district, acknowledged in his Great
Neck address that there "“is a Communist
threat to the United States.”

But, he insisted, McCarTHY has created
“an anti-Communist threat to our security
by fighting communism with the weapons of
communism (itself).”

Referring to McCarTHY's recent illness
with laryngitis, CeLLEr sald “it was caused
by his morning gargle with lies.”

Two Long Islanders, Bryan Hamlin, a
Bridgehampton lawyer, and Edward T. Chase,
an East Hampton public relations expert, are
circulating a petition calling on President
Eisenhower “to speak out against McCarTHY
and his methods.”

*““We have 3,500 signatures to the petition,™
said Chase, “most of them since McCARTHY
started his dispute with the Army."”

THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE
AND BUTTER PRICES

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I notice a
rash of speeches this morning asking
the Secretary of Agriculture to recede
from his position on reducing supports
for milk products, on April 1. Mr.
Speaker, this is the first Secretary of
Agriculture in some time—including
the previous administrations—who bore
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in mind that there are not only people
who make butter, but who consume but-
ter. I think he is to be congratulated
upon what he has done. I think he is
trying to see to it, in the interest of the
consumer, to give him a break, and I
urge the great Committee on Agricul-
ture to think of the consumer, too. In
addition, the Secretary of Agriculture
has understood the complete fallacy un-
der which we are operating today with
surpluses piling up and with $6.75 billion
of Government money invested in them,
and farm income at one and the same
time falling. There must be something
wrong somewhere, and it is the very
scheme that has brought about this sit=
uation, this high fixed 90 percent of par=
ity price support for milk products, so
it must be wrong somewhere, too, and
there is no use continuing an error which
is hurting the farmer and hurting the
consumer and yet that is what the 90
percent of parity price support people
want to do.

———

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House today for 20 minutes, following
any special orders heretofore entered.

NEWSPAPER CRITICISM

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, this idea of getting peeved about
something in the newspapers that says
something about you that you do not like
is nothing to worry overmuch about.

There is only one good thing about
that that I know of. If the papers are
vicious enough and they use the wrong
kind of language, you can get an hour on
the floor on a question of personal priv=
ilege. That is, if the Speaker and the
Parliamentarian agree with you that
they have gone far enough to justify an
explanation.

But the thing I want to suggest this
morning—that is, the point I wish to
make—is that, if the friends of Com-
munists intend to try a Member of the
other body—the chairman of a commit-
tee—and, in addition to their demands
that he get off the committee and take
no part in its deliberations, they demand
that he be denied the privilege of cross-
examining the witnesses who appear
against him, then they ought to give him
a bill of particulars so the people would
know the exact charges that are made.

You know, even a chicken thief has to
be told whose chickens he stole and how
many there were, their value, before he
can be brought to trial, and I think they
ought to do that with our colleague in
the other body. Let him have a chance.

Let him be tried by his peers. Let
him be confronted by the witnesses. Let
him have the right of cross-examination.

And while they are about it, let them,
before they bring in a verdict, be sure
that each is free of prejudice—has not
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prejudged the case; has no personal
knowledge of the alleged facts; has not
expressed an opinion on the issue; has
no desire to any part of the acclaim or
publicity Joe has been getting.

In short, if they are to conduct a trial,
as it appears they are, instead of a con-
gressional hearing, let them follow trial
procedure.

THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRI-
ATION BILL, 1954

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House or. the State
of the Union for the consideration of the
bill (H. R. 8481) making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1954, and for other purposes;
and pending that motion, Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consenf that general
debate on the bill be confined to 1 hour
and a half, the time to be equally divided
and controlled by the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. CannNon] and myself.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
the right to object, would the gentleman
be willing to amend his motion by mak-
ing it not to exceed 1 hour and a half?

Mr. TABER. Yes.

Mr. CANNON. In the event that de-
bate is exhausted prior to that time, the
bill could be read for amendment.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from New York.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consid-
eration of the bill H. R. 8481, with Mr.
Mograno in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 23 minutes.

‘We have before us a bill for $394,521,-
596, a reduction of approximately $29,-
500,000 from the estimates.

Also, there is included $6,027,000 to
meet direct obligations resulting from
statutory requirements, audited claims,
and that sort of thing, for the District of
Columbia, which will come out of District
revenues.

I will not spend very much time on
most of the items. The items for the
legislative and the judiciary I think will
speak for themselves. They are items
that had to be provided for the operation
of the courts and the legislative estab-
lishment.

The items for State, Justice, and Com-
merce I shall leave to the members of
the subcommittee handling that bill,
The items for the Treasury I shall leave
to the members of the subcommittee
handling that bill, if any explanation of
those is necessary.

I shall discuss briefly chapter 5, for the
Department of Health, Education, and
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Welfare. There are some items included
that I think will need no explanation.
There are others that may require some
little explanation, The figures on page
19 of the report cover items that were
unanimously agreed to in the committee,
and I believe there will not be very much
question about them. However, I should
be glad to answer any gqeustions that
may come up.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield at this time?

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman
from Connecticut,

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Can the gentle-
man advise us as to the availability of
funds for carrying out the provisions of
Public Law 246 as authorized in the last
days of the last session of Congress?

Mr,. TABER. Yes. There wasno pro=
vision made, there was no budget esti-
mate submitted, and the members of the
subcommittee were not aware of any
acute situation, and are not now, except
legislatively. The situation is this:
There was $70 million provided for the
operation of the new school-building ac-
tivity in the last appropriation bill before
adjournment. Of that, $35 million has
been obligated and $35 million remains.
Unless there is a very marked speeding
up of the operations of the Department—
greater than was ever had before—that
will be amply sufficient to carry them
through the 1st of July. There is pend-
ing a budget estimate of $40 million for
the continuation of the consideration of
title IIT and title IV grants under that
situation. The committee will have
hearings on that item and when the
regular appropriation bill comes in they
will do what the situation that develops
seems fo require.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. MTr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman
from Connecticut.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Do I correctly
understand the gentleman to say there
are presently available sufficient funds to
pay 70 percent of the entitlements?

Mr. TABER. I have not discussed
that feature of the bill yet, but I will in
a moment, unless there are some ques-
tions that relate to the new operations.
If there are any questions relating to the
new operations, I would be glad to dis-
cuss them.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. By “new opera-
tions” the gentleman means those en-
titlements which were declared valid be-
tween June 30, 1952, and the present
time?

Mr. TABER. Yes.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. TABER. I have discussed those,
and I think I have covered that subject
as thoroughly as it can be covered at the
moment.

Now I will go into the question with re-
spect to the old funds under Public Law
815 of the 81st Congress. If I recall cor-
rectly, that resulted something like this.
I will not try to give the detailed figures,
but there was provided something in the
nature of $341,500,000, of which approxi-
mately $340,022,000 has been obligated.
There is, as I understand, something in
the nature of $95 to $98 millions repre-
sentinz certain projects that had pre-
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viously existed and to which considera-
tion had been given.

When Public Law 246 was passed and
became law last August there was in it
a subsection, on page 7 of the printed
statute, paragraph (e) in section 2,
which stated that not to exceed $55 mil-
lion was authorized to be provided for
handling entitlements that had pre-
viously existed, but that not to exceed
70 percent of the unpaid entitlement or
any claim of entitlement should be paid.
That item has never had any considera-
tion in the Appropriations Committee
except a short hearing that we had on
Tuesday afternoon.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman
from Eentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. May I ask the gen-
tleman what has been the attitude of the
Health, Education, and Welfare Depart-
ment concerning this appropriation?

Mr. TABER. I found that out on
Tuesday afternoon. I found that the
new Commissioner of Education, Mr.
Brownell, about 2 weeks ago submitted
to the Secretary a request that a budeget
estimate be requested to meet the situa-
tion, and the situation described in sec-
tion 209. She, hewever, had not up to
that time submitted any request to the
budget, and the budget knowing nothing
about it, and our commitiee knowing
nothing about it and its regular hearings
being about completed, and not knowing
anything about the urgency of it, did
not consider it.

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield.

Mr. BARDEN. As I understand, the
gentleman is speaking of the $55 million
item, which is up for an amendment?

Mr. TABER., Yes.

Mr. BARDEN. As you know, there
has been considerable discussion about
the $55 million amendment, and then
for the $58 millions for the completion
of the requests coming in. Let me say
at this point, I think the gentleman is
acting wisely and in accordance with
good policy, and certainly for the protec-
tion of the House and everybody else in
determining that the item of the $58
million is unwise to handle at this time
because there are only about half of the
requests in. They have not been worked
up. They have not been determined as
to amount. I do not think we should eall
upon the Committee on Appropriations
to take steps on that item at this time.
I think that is the consensus of opinion
of the members of the Committee on
Education and Labor which handles such
legislation. On the $55 million item, I
must say there has been some criticism
floating around as to the manner in
which the Department has handled this
matter. But I want to say this to my
distinguished friend, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Taser]l. There certainly
can be no criticism of him or his com-
mittee for the manner in which they
handled it because the Department
simply intended to veto this piece of leg-
islation by inaction. They just held
their hands. They did not request it of
the Budget Bureau, according to what
they said, and the Department did not
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bring it to the attention of the commit-
tee of the gentleman from New York,
chairman of the Appropriations Commit-
tee. So when he was alerted about it, I
must say that the gentleman took every
step to act expeditiously and wisely. I
think at this point, it is probably safe to
say that there will be an amendment
offered to take care of the $55 million,
which was part of the $98 million orig-
inally passed by the House. Then we
went into conference with the other
body, and the other body and the House
agreed to $55 million by reducing some
of the applications or disregarding some
of the applications for buildings that
were commenced before the act was
passed and then by reducing the amount
further by providing for 70 percent
which would cover minimum school fa-
cilities instead of complete school facil-
ities. That left the $55 million. That
money has been authorized twice by this
House. It was authorized once. The
time ran out and it was reauthorized last
year. The reason for this action at this
time, and the reason I think the gentle-
man realized that it required unusual
procedure was because the time expires
as of this coming June 30 for action, and
it caught the gentleman from New York
in a rather uncomfortable position, and
I am in accord with him. He has made
a quick thorough search of the problem.

Mr. TABER. The committee intends
to—and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
BusBey]l will—offer an amendment
which will put the $55 million in the
bill with such restrictions as will insure
that it be paid out only in accordance
with the provisions of the statute.

Mr. BARDEN. That is right.

Mr. TABER. And, frankly, I want
to say to the gentleman from North
Carolina and to the others here that
we have had this matter up with the
General Accounting Office, and we have
their assurance that they did not believe
that this situation would permit the pay-
ment of anything to any district which
did not have or was not presently con-
templating the construction of a school
or did not have children in it that would
qualify.

We believe that it is fair; and, frankly,
I do not know whether the $55 million
would all be required.

We were in hopes that we might have
an opportunity to go into the matter in
such way that we could know; but as
we cannot—the sentiment of the House
seems to be overwhelming in favor of
putting it in—we might just as well bow
to sentiment and take our medicine
whether we have the disease or not.

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield.

Mr. BARDEN. I would like to men-
tion this: These entitlements, or appli-
cations under the law coming from the
districts that were worked up, certified
and approved, and so forth—there is a
bare possibility that there may be some
change in conditions and -certainly
neither the House nor the gentleman
nor I expect any funds to go where the
need does not exist, where the building
has not been built, or to pay for a build-
ing that has been built or to be built.

Mr. TABER. That is right.
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Mr. BARDEN. That is what we in-
cluded in the law. If there is a possi-
bility that it does not take the $55 mil-
lion, that is well and good and we can
save that much.

Mr. TABER. It will revert back to
the Treasury.

Mr. BARDEN. At the same time I
think it would be wise if the gentleman
would consider also adding in the
amendment if the reverse were true that
it be paid pro rata instead of just taking
it on a first-come-first-served basis.

Mr. TABER. I would be glad to add
it. The reason I did not do it offhand
was because it might be regarded as
legislation; but I would be glad to add
that to the amendment if we can get by
with it.

Mr. BARDEN, 1 think the gentle-
man from New York and myself are in
good enough standing with the member-
ship of this House that we can get by
with it

Mr. TABER. Ihope so.

Mr. DONDERQO. Mr. Chairman, will
ihe gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. 1Iyield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. DONDERO. Are we to under-
stand then that the amendment will be
offered to provide $55 million to take
care of schools in distressed areas?

Mr. TABER. This amendment will be
offered to take care of these old—I might
say dead items at the present time, al-
though the education department has
not been through them for the last year
and three-quarters and does not know
anything about them or their status, and
it will be supposed to take care of those
old items. It will have nothing to do
with new schools.

Mr. DONDERO. One further ques-
tion: At the top of page 9 of the bill
$55 million is provided for Federal-aid
highways. Is that part of the $575 mil-
lion annual authorization of the Congress
2 years ago?

Mr. TABER. It is a part of the un-
appropriated funds of previous authori-
zation acts. Just exactly what date it
was authorized, I have not the informa-
tion in front of me to show; but it is
expected this will carry the Bureau of
Public Roads to the 30th of June.

Mr. DONDERO. To take care of the
Federal part that is allocated to the
States for matching money to be ap-
plied on the highways?

Mr. TABER. That is as I understand
it.

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, TABER. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DOYLE. May I say to the gentle-
man that I received a letter this morn-
ing from Mr, Lillywhite, to whom I made
inquiry about the Bellflower School Dis-
trict in my congressional district, and
with reference to the figures which the
gentleman has read he said:

In order for them to receive the full en-
titlement, the full amount of $95,500,000
would have to be appropriated, and not the
$55 million.

Mr. TABER. We have no authority
to put in anything beyond $55 million.
That is the limit of the authorization
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and we cannot go beyond that because
it would be subject to a point of order.

Mr. DOYLE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. TABER. That is the situation as
it exists today.

Mr. KENOX. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. ENOX. Irefer to the Department
of Labor appropriation of $%7,551,100
and reading from the bill it is stated:
“which shall be available only to the ex-
tent that the Secretary finds it neces-
sary to meet increased costs of admin-
istration resulting from changes in State
law or increases in the number of claims
filed and claims paid.” That is from
the bill.

Mr. TABER. I am not going to an-
swer that question. I wish the gentle-
man would ask that of the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Busseyl, because he
has the detail on that. I am not able
to cover the detail on every single item.

Mr, ENOX, I withdraw my question.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr., TABER. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. The gentleman has
said he would not discuss the State,
Justice, and Commerce items, but I would
like to ask a question he can answer.
There was some concern about the re-
duction in operation subsidy funds in
the bill by the sum of $10 million. Can
the action of the committee or should
the action of the committee be construed
in any way as repudiating a just obli-
gation of the Government?

Mr. TABER. No. There was a gen-
eral feeling in the committee that that
item should be carefully investigated.
We felt that before we went any fur-
ther with it we should have a study made
of their actual situation, the way they
are making their contracts, and whether
or not the people who have been getting
the subsidies have complied with what
was intended in connection with the in-
come-tax feature.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. May I ask the gen-
tleman if that investigation is going to
be made during this present session?

Mr. TABER. We expect it to be made
promptly, and whatever it shows will give
us a clue to the situation that might
develop.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. So that if the in-
vestigation shows the vouchers are valid
and the contracts under which they are
made are valid, then the committee will
come out with a request for funds?

Mr. TABER. What the committee will
do will depend on the situation that de-
velops as to whether or not something
is needed within the authorization.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. In other words, if
the vouchers are valid and just they
should be paid?

Mr. TABER. That is correct.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 8 minutes to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Bus-
BEY].

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, the bill
before us today includes five items for
the Departments of Labor and Health,
Education, and Welfare. The total re-
quests for these items amounted to $83,-
850,000, The committee has recom-
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mended that $76,201,100 be appropri-
ated. This is a reduction of $7,648,900
from the estimates.

The first item in this chapter of the
bill is $7,551,100 for grants to States for
the administration of unemployment
compensation and employment service
programs. The request was for $14,-
500,000. This request was to cover the
following items of increased cost, real-
ized or anticipated, by the States and the
Department of Labor:

First. Increased workload because of
the increased number of unemployment-
compensation claims under the regular
program.

Second. Increased workload in con-
nection with the increasing number of
claims under the program for unemploy-
ment compensation for veterans.

Third. Increases in State salaries.

Fourth. Increased costs which would
result from a change in the present pol-
icy of reporting claims biweekly to a
policy of reporting each week.

Fifth. Additional activities in con-
nection with employment services.

Sixth. Increased expenses resulting
from increased purchases of supplies, in-
creased postage reimbursement, and in-
creased retirement contributions.

The committee has allotted, in full, the
amount requested for meeting basic sal-
ary expenses accountable to workload
increases in connection with the unem-
ployment-compensation program, The
committee has not allotted funds re-
quested for State salary costs nor for
changing the present policy with regard
to biweekly reporting, in connection with
unemployment compensation.

It has only been about 8 months since
the 1954 act was passed, and the com-
mittee was not convinced that any real
emergency exists, in connection with
these 2 items, which would require re-
vision of the basis upon which this act
was passed. These maftters are being
given very careful consideration in con-
nection with the budget request for 1955.

The committee did not allow any ad-
ditional funds for the increased activi-
ties contemplated by the budget in con-
nection with employment-service activi-
ties. There are some activities in this
category which appear to the committee
to be unnecessary under present condi-
tions. For instance, the committee was
not at all convinced that funds should
be appropriated for teacher-placement
services. It was brought out, in connec-
tion with the hearings on the 1955
budget, that 11 States have a specific
division established for such a service,
and that other States handle this service
in connection with their regular activi-
ties. This work, of course, is paid for in
full out of the funds appropriated under
this head.

Under the appropriation recommend-
ed in the bill, it will be necessary for the
States to absorb the relatively small in-
cidental costs, such as increased expend-
itures for supplies, retirement contri-
butions, and postage reimbursement.

The next item in the bill is unemploy-
ment compensation for veterans.

Mr. ENOX. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, BUSBEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.
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Mr. KENOX. I asked the question of
Mr. TaBER, and the gentleman from New
York [Mr, Taser] asked that I refer this
question to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Buseeyl. In the bill we have the
language, “$7,551,100, which shall be
available only to the extent that the
Secretary finds necessary to meet in-
creased costs of administration resulting
from changes in a State law or increases
in the numbers of claims filed and claims
paid.”

Then when I read the report I find it
says:

The allowance will provide in full for the
net basic expenses requested for workload
increases in connection with unemployment
compensation claims but disallows funds re-
quested for State salary increases.

The reason I bring that up is this. In
the State of Michigan we have a consti-
tutional amendment that provides that
the civil service commission of the State
shall set all salaries and wages and that
it shall become mandatory upon the
agency to pay those salaries or wages
which have been put in effect by the
civil service commission.

Today we have an order from the civil
service commission in Michigan to raise
the salaries and wages of State employ-
ees in the amount of $6 million. What
I fear is that unless the gentleman can
assure me that this will be absorbed
through some additional funds going to
the State of Michigan, we will have to
have a decrease in the number of em-
ployees, which will directly reflect upon
the ability of the agency to make the
payment benefits to those who are en-
titled to them under the Unemployment
Compensation Act.

Is it the opinion of the gentleman from
Illinois that this is rigid and that there
will be no salary increases absorbed un-
der this particular fund for which we are
appropriating at this time?

Mr. BUSBEY. I think the latter
statement of the gentleman from Michi-
gan is correct.

I may also state that, in instance after
instance in the Federal Government, the
various departments and agencies are
being compelled to absorb not only sal-
ary increases, but also, in practically
every case, the cost of penalty mail that
has been put upon the various agencies.

Mr. KENOX, I am not going to offer
an amendment for an increase. I want
to get further information on it. I as-
sure the gentleman I will take the mat-
ter up with the Senate and see what will
be the ultimate outcome.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUSBEY. I yield.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. In my
State of Wisconsin we are faced with the
situation where unemployment compen-~
sation benefits are being slowed up be=-
cause of the lack of administrative help.
If this cut goes into effect and as the un-
employment increases it seems to me we
are going to be severely handicapped.
At this moment I am inclined to offer an
amendment to increase the amount.

Mr. BUSBEY. We have taken that
into consideration. The amount that is
allowed in the bill takes into considera-
tion this additional load that has been
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put on the States because of increased
unemployment.

Mr. DONDERQ. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BUSBEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. DONDERO. I want to confirm
what my colleague from Michigan [Mr.
Kwnox] had to say. I have also received
telegrams from the employer members
of the Unemployment Compensation
Commission of my State showing exactly
the same condition to exist there. How
they are going to get the money to pay
this additional amount unless we pro-
vide it, I do not know.

Mr. BUSBEY. May I state for the
record that I had not received one single
communication from an employer in the
State of Illinois, and they have had to
contend with the same thing. Asa mat-
ter of fact, we laid off 122 people, but I do
not think the program has been crippled.

The next item in the bill is unemploy-
ment compensation for veterans. The
total requested for this item was
$20,500,000. As you will recall, $15 mil-
lion of this amount was included in the
Second Supplemental Appropriation Act,
which has now become law. Since ac-
tion on that bill, the committee has had
an opportunity to study this matter fur-
ther, and is recommending that the re-
maining amount of $5,500,000 be appro=-
priated in this act. Under the Veterans’
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952,
these payments are mathematically
computed. Except for determining the
eligibility of individual applicants, there
is no administrative control over expend-
itures under this appropriation.

The next item in the bill is payments
to school districts for operation and
maintenance of schools in federally im-
pacted areas. The full amount of the
budget request for $5,850,000 is included
in the bill. This will bring to $72,350,-
000 the total amount available for these
payments in fiscal year 1954. The Office
of Education officials testified that this
amount would be sufficient to pay 100
percent of the entitlements under Pub-
lic Law 874, as amended by the last ses-
sion of Congress.

The next item in the bill is salaries
and expenses for the Bureau of Old-Age
and Survivors’ Insurance. The funds
which this bill would make available
come from the Old-Age and Survivors’
Insurance trust fund, rather than from
the general funds of the Treasury. The
amount recommended is an increase in
this limitation of $996,000, the amount
of the budget request. This represents
the cost of penalty mail, which must be
paid by the trust fund in 1954, under
Public Law 286 of the Eighty-third Con-
gress. This additional expense comes on
top of a fairly substantial increase in
workload above that upon which tlz
original 1954 appropriation was based.
No funds have been requested, nor any
recommended in the bill for this increase
in workload. However, the committee
felt that it would be impossible for the
Bureau to render the services which are
expected of it if they were required to
absorb both the cost of increased work
load and the penalty mail cost.

The next item in this chapter is grants
to States for public assistance. The
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committee was requested to include $58
million for this purpose. This amount
was composed of $54,500,000 for pay-
ments to recipients and $3,500,000 for
State and local administration. The
committee has allowed the full amount
requested for benefits payments. Grants
for this purpose are figured on a mathe-
matical formula prescribed in the basic
law, and the Congress has no alternative
but to appropriate funds which are nec-
essary, as a result of this calculation.
The committee has reduced by $700,000
the amount requested for State and local
administration, and has included a pro-
vision in the bill which will limit to
$2,800,000 the amount that can be used
for this purpose.

The committee will expect a much bet-
ter explanation and justification for the
budget covering the item of State and
local administration when the Bureau
presents the budget for 1955 than they
were able to give, in connection with the
supplemental request. Last year the
committee recommended the full amount
of the budget request of $1,340 million
for grants to States for public assistance.
This budget included $77,500,000 for
grants to States for State and local ad-
ministration. When the supplemental
request was presented to the committee,
the budget schedule indicated that not
$77,500,000 was budgeted for this pur-
pose, but $79,200,000, even though there
had been no increase in the total funds
appropriated since the original 1954 act.
The committee had taken no action
whatsoever, nor had the commitiee even
been advised of this rather substantial
change in the amount budgeted for ad-
ministration. The justifications which
accompanied the budget schedules for
the supplemental did not even mention
this fact, nor did the general statement
presented by the acting head of the Bu-
reau. On top of the increase which the
Bureau had already made, they included
$3,500,000 in the supplemental request.

Had it not been so late in the fiscal
year, I personally would have been in
favor of reducing the request of $3,500,-
000 much more than we have, or per-
haps disallowed it entirely.

Unless the Members have additional
questions on any of these items, I will
not take up any further time of the
committee.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. MacNU-
soNl.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. Chairman, I
wish to point out the serious reduction
in this bill in the appropriations to the
Department of Commerce for paying op-
erating-differential subsidies to Ameri-
can shipping concerns engaged in for-
eign commerce,

The Department asked for $291% mil-
lion to meet existing contractual obliga-
tions for subsidy payments. The com-
mittee bill provides only for $1915 mil-
lion. This is a reduction of $10 million,
or more than one-third of the amount
requested.

The amount asked by the Department
is not merely an estimate of future re-
quirements. As of March 5, 1954, the
Department had in its hands processed
vouchers in the amount of $29,924,963,
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This is some $400,000 above the fizure re-
quested, a figure which this bill has re-
duced by more than one-third.

Mr. Chairman, the operating-differ-
ential subsidy program is, in my opinion,
vitally necessary if we are to maintain
a strong merchant marine, These pay-
ments are needed to permit the operators
to meet foreign competition with operat-
ing costs considerably below ours. The
subsidy rate of payment is based on five
cost items—wages, subsistence, main-
tenance, insurance, and stores and sup-
plies,

To give but one example of the dif-
ference between American costs and for-
eign costs, the wage cost per voyage day
for one United States operator in 1951
was $666; for foreign operators this wage
cost varied from $384 to as low as $167.
In other words, the average wage cost per
voyage day for the foreign competitor
ranged from 42 percent to as low as 75
percent below the cost to the American
operator. The disparity is even greater
today. Our lines could not stay in busi-
ness very long without the subsidy pro-
gram.

Under existing law, the Department
has entered into long-term contracts
with 15 lines to make these subsidy pay-
ments. These lines have scheduled ex-
tensive foreign service, and they have
set up long-range programs to replace
obsolete vessels as required by their con-
tracts. If we fail to carry through with
our part of the bargain, we not only
renege on our contractual obligations,
but we deal a serious blow to the mari-
time industry. Justice and policy re-
quire that Congress appropriate the full
amount of the Department’s request.

This is not the time to cut these funds.
The operators are finding that their
cash position is tight; they need the
money which the Government by con-
tract is obligated to pay, and they need
it now.

The maritime industry is seriously
alarmed at the significance of the cut,
not only for what it means today, but
for what it means to the future of the
program. I should like to read a tele-
gram I have just received from the presi-
dent of the Pacific Far East Line, Inc.,
one of the firms holding contracts with
the Federal Government under the pro-
gram:

Ban FrANCISCO, CALIF., March 24, 1954.
Hon. DoN MAGNUSON,
Merchant Marine Committee,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We are greatly disturbed to learn that
House Appropriations Committee has refused
to pass the $201% milllon budget of Com-
merce for operating differential subsidies
currently due and payable and have instead
trimmed this amount by some $10 million,
EKnow that you yourself are quite familiar
with fact that the amount submitted by
Commerce was least possible net to meet
obligations of current vouchers which are
part of definite obligation under bona fide
contracts with United States Government
for services rendered by the operators con-
cerned. This fact must, however, have es-
caped Chairman CLEVENGER of Appmprla.-
tions, otherwise cannot conceive of his sug-
gesting that Government ignore or disavow
good faith legal contract obligation. Fur-
thermore, in case of our company, we have
in the first year of our contract obligated
ourselves to in excess of $16 mil-
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lion for 3 new mariners now building and

are deeply agitated over portent of such
action.

How are we ever to fulfill our commit-
ment and put these vessels into operation
if we are faced with the prospect that Gov-
ernment may at any time revoke its recipro-
cal commitment? Will appreciate your best
efforts to correct this damaging inequity and
to get some reassurance that operators en-
deavoring to implement Merchant Marine
Act and its objectives can rely upon that
act for protection as well as obligation, and
that Congress will not destroy private in-
dustry’s faith in long-term commitments
and vessel-replacement programs such as
noted above.

T. E. CuFFE,

President, Pacific Far East Line, Ine.

It is regrettable, Mr. Chairman, that
the committee has cut by more than one-
third the funds the Department needs
today to meet outstanding contractual
obligations. I hope that this serious
oversight speedily can be corrected.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. BENNETT].

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, I favor the proposed so-
called Fogarty amendments and the
proposed Busbey amendment to make
possible additional educational funds for
federally impacted areas.

I am strongly in favor of these pro-
posed amendments to provide for past
entitlements and for current ones under
the educational program. I understand
that the committee may agree to part
of the proposals and that others may be
submitted in the next bill to be before us
on this question. In enacting Public
Laws 815 and 874 of the 81st Congress,
Congress recognized the obligation of the
Federal Government to assist in the edu-
cation of the children of servicemen and
defense workers under -circumstances
where there was a particular burden on
a local community.

There are two strong reasons why the
Federal Government has this obligation:
First, the Federal Government's defense
installations are exempt from local real-
estate taxes. Thus, without this legis-
lation, the Federal Government does not
accept the usual responsibility of the
property owner to pay taxes necessary
for free public education. Second, while
taking land off the tax rolls, the Federal
defense activity brings an infiux of chil-
dren of servicemen and defense workers
who must be educated.

These two circumstances create an
obligation. But it is not just a matter
of obligation. It is a matter of neces-
sity. Some communities are simply un-
able without this assistance to provide
sufficient school housing and operating
expenses under these circumstances.

Last year Congress renewed its recog-
nition of the Federal obligation in this
field by extending Public Laws 815 and
875 in amended form.

The President has also recognized the
Federal responsibility in this field. In
his state of the Union address last year,
he said:

One phase of the school problem demands
special attention. The school population of
many districts has been greatly increased by
the swift growth of defense activities.
These activities have added little or nothing
to the tax resources of the communities
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affected. Legislation alding construction of
schools in these districts expires on June 20,
This law should be renewed, and, likewise,
the partial payments for current operating
expenses for these particular school districts
should be made, including the deficieney re-
quirement of the current fiscal year.

This program is not to be confused
with various proposals which have come
to be known as Federal aid to education.
It is in sharp contrast to such proposals
in that it is in fulfillment of a direct
Federal obligation arising out of the car-
rying on of a defense activity. It is in
the nature of a contract arrangement
between Federal and State Governments.
The Federal Government says in effect
to the States, “We will pay you to edu-
cate children for whose education we are
responsible.” It is in no sense a gift to
the States without consideration.

The proposed Fogarty and Busbey
amendments seek only to make appro-
priations to cover authorizations made
in Public Law 246, enacted last August 8.
This statute was enacted with an over-
whelming majority in the House. For
these and other reasons, Mr. Chairman,
I urge adoption of these amendments.

Mr. CANNON. Mr, Chairman, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DoYLE].

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, with
reference to this item of $55 million
which has been mentioned by me and
others already, may I state that in the
great 23d Congressional District, in Los
Angeles County, there are some school
districts which, under this sum of $55
million, will only finally receive up to
70 percent of the total money they for-
merly had good and sound reason to
believe they would receive from this
Congress. To illustrate the problem in
my Congressional District, I say that I
have in my hand here 2 letters from Mr.
Lillywhite, of th.e Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Washington,
D. C., dated March 18, 1954, and March
23, 1954, respectively, in which he frank-
ly states as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
OFFICE OF EDUCATION,
Washington, D. C., March 18, 1954.
Hon. CrypE DoYLE,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR Me. DoYLE: Reference is made to
your letter of March 4, 1954, accompanied by
a communication from Superintendent W.
Norman Wampler of the Bellflower city school
district, BellAower, Calif. (California 54-C—
247).

Mr. Wampler outlines the problem con-
fronting his district and suggests two lines
of approach as a solution to his problem.
We are submitting herewith comments on
his suggestions,

With reference to the district’s first ap-
proach to secure the $620,569 outstanding
entitlement under title IT of Public Law 815,
Congress in the closing days of the first half
of the 83d Congress authorized an appropria-
tion of #55 million to pay these claims up
to 70 percent on any individual claim. How-
ever, no funds were appropriated and under
the terms of the authorization passed, this
terminates June 30, 1954. So any appropria-
tion made under this authorization would
have to be made before June 30, 1954, In
order for them to receive full entitlement,
the full amount of $95,500,000 would have
to be appropriated and not the 55 million
authorized.
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With reference to the second approach,
that of having the Presidential determina-
tion of areas under section 305 (a) (3)
expedited, there is not much which we can
report at the present time except to say that
discussions are going on and planning being
done to work out this matter. From day to
day, we are expecting the go-ahead signal
on this matter but as yet, it has not ma-
terialized. We are expecting it at any time
now.

We trust this information will enable you
to advise Mr. Wampler and also assist you
in carrying out the purposes suggested in
the last paragraph of your letter.

We appreciate your interest in this appli-
cation, and if there is any further informa-
tion which we can supply, we shall be happy
to do so.

Sincerely yours,
B. ALDEN LILLYWHITE,
Associate Director for
Federally Affected Areas.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
OFFICE OF EDUCATION,
Washington, D. C., March 23, 1954.
Hon. Cr.YpE DOYLE,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR MR. DovLE: Reference is made to your
letter of March 18, 1954, which refers to the
application of the Bellflower City School Dis-
trict, California 54-C-247, under the provi-
sions of Public Law 815, as amended. You
inquire what priority is now assigned to this
district and whether or not it has been raised.

The first priority assigned tentatively to
this project was 14.2. Under date of Decem-
ber 20, 1953, the applicant submitted a revi-
sion of the data in his original application
which raised the priority to 24.3. This prior-
ity counts the 305 (a) (3) pupils as eligible.
Therefore, the priority is still tentative, since
the Presidential determination of the area
under this section has not as yet been made.

The reply to your letter of March 4, 1954,
was mailed out of this office on March 18,
1954. If you have not received it, please let
us know, and we will send another copy. We
appreciate your interest in this applicant,
and if we can supply any additional informa-
tion please call upon us.

Sincerely yours,
B. ALDEN LILLYWHITE,
Associate Director for
Federally Affected Areas.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DOYLE. Iyield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. BUSBEY. Of course, the gentle-
man knows that the Congress has no
right to appropriate funds that are not
authorized. The $55 million is the full
authorization.

Mr. DOYLE. I realize that, but that
does not alter the fact, in my judgment,
that as soon as possible the Congress
should authorize enough to help these
impacted school districts to receive the
full amount to do the job which should
be done.

Mr. BUSBEY. May I say that, in my
opinion, the whole program should be
reviewed at this time, due to the fact that
many defense industries have been
closed down in certain localities, expen-
sive installations have been curtailed to
a great extent, and we ought to know
just exactly what the situation is at the
present time in these communities.

Mr. DOYLE. I think that is true, and
the sooner we know what the facts are
the better it will be for the children of
the country. '
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Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DOYLE. Iyield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. BAILEY. I probably can clarify
the point for the gentleman from Cali-
fornia. There are two things that con=
tributed to reducing that item from $98
million to $55 million. We enacted last
year Public Law 246. A lot of the old
projects that were under Public Law 815
have been processed under Public Law
246, which cut down some of the $98 mil-
lion. Then in Public Law 246 we
changed it so that it would be on the
basis of unhoused school children and
that resulted in another slice off. So all
we actually need is $55 million.

Mr. DOYLE. I thank the gentleman
who I pleasantly recall came to my native
State of California a few years ago for
Congress and gave his high talents to
sponsor necessary legislation in the in-
terests of our schools all over our Nation.
I urge this Congress to see that the full
anticipated amount of the total of $95,-
500,000 is available as soon as practical
to do so.

Another important step which should
be promptly taken by the executive de-
partment as soon as practical is the pres-
idential determination of their areas in
southern California, and elsewhere too,
as allowed by the present existing law.

I shall gladly support the amendment
announced to increase the appropriation,
and I am pleased that the majority party
leadership favors it on the floor today,
even though it was not budgeted and
even though the Director of the Budget
has not approved it.

Mr, CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Rhode
Island [Mr. FOGARTY].

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, on
last Friday I served notice on the full
Committee on Appropriations that I was
going to offer two amendments to this
supplemental bill to provide—first, $55
million for school construction under the
old act, Public Law 815, and $58 million
under the act, as amended last July by
unanimous vote of the House. I under-
stand the leadership on the other side of
the aisle met around noontime today, and
decided on an amendment which will
affect one-half of that sum. I inquire
of the chairman of my subcommittee, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Bussey] if
he has an amendment which he intends
to offer to that part of the bill when we
get to it?

Mr. BUSBEY. I do have an amend-
ment to offer for the $55 million.

Mr. FOGARTY. That is just for the
$55 million?

Mr. BUSBEY. That isall.

Mr. FOGARTY. I think under the
circumstances that if that is amended,
and no strings attached to it, to include
the $55 million for construction under
the old entitlements, I will go along with
the amendment. But, I think the mem-
bership should be advised also, there is
still due as far as we can determine from
the Department of Education, $58 mil-
lion under the new act to meet 100 per-
cent of all the applicants for construction
under the act, as amended last July.
There is $40 million budgeted in the bill,
which we will have up sometime in the
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latter part of April or May. This, I
presume, will be on the regular appro-
priation bill, and I now want to advise
the House that I will at this time, reserve
the right that, if the committee does not
put in enough money under the new en-
titlements under the act, as amended, I
intend to offer an amendment at that
time on the floor of the House to make
the amount sufficient to cover 100 per-
cent of the entitlements under the act, as
amended.

Mr. BUSBEY. Of course, the gentle-
man knows he does not have to reserve
the right to make the amendment?

Mr. FOGARTY. Iwas justsaying that
as a figure of speech to make sure that
you knew, and that every other Member
of the House knows today what I intend
to do if the committee, of which you are
the chairman and I am a member, does
not see fit to increase that amount to
meet 100 percent of the obligations that
this Congress has laid down.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Will this proposed
amendment by the committee of half of
this amount take care of the school-
houses that have already been built?

Mr. FOGARTY. This $55 million pri-
marily is to reimburse those school dis-
tricts that built these schoolhouses and
were never reimbursed for their Federal
share—yes. The other $58 million is new
money under the act, as amended last
July, as I understand it.

There is one other thing I do want to
mention, and that is there was some dis-
cussion a little while ago about the cut
in the employment services where they
asked some $14 million, and the commit-
tee allowed $7 million. We have been
cutting this fund every year. I have
maintained in past years that this three-
tenths of 1 percent, which is collected
from the employers countrywide, is
turned into the Treasury of the United
States for the purposes of defraying ex-
penses of administration of employment
services in every State of the Union. The
Federal Government is making about $60
million profit on this three-tenths of 1
percent every year. Why in the world
the committee and the Congress refuses
to appropriate sufficient funds to ad-
minister this program, when actually it
is not coming out of the Federal Gov-
ernment’s Treasury, I do not understand.
In fact, since the program has been in
operation, the Federal Government has
made a profit of between $600 million and
a billion dollars according to what might
be termed expenses.

I think the committee went too far
on that again this year, and I hope that
when we have the regular appropriation
bill before us—I made the suggestion in
the committee on this supplemental
bill—that we establish a sufficient
amount of money in the contingent fund
which this committee established 5 or
6 years ago that would meet increases
in work load, increases in State salaries,
and changes in State laws that could not
be foreseen at the time the Bureau of
the Budget, the Federal Security Agency,
?;]:ur committee dealt with the prob-
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Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, FOGARTY. I yield.

Mr. BUSBEY. Did I understand my
good friend from the great State of
Rhode Island to say these moneys are
not appropriated out of the Treasury?
It was my understanding that the money
went right into the Treasury the same
as income taxes do.

Mr. FOGARTY. I do not think I said
quite that. I did say that this 0.3 per-
cent is collected from the payrolls for
the purposes of administering this law in
the various States; in other words, it
is collected and turned into the Treas-
ury of the United States, and then the
Treasury of the United States dispenses
it to the local States to pay their ex-
penses. It is not the same as income
tax at all; it has no relationship to in-
come tax or any other tax.

This 0.3 percent is for the specific pur-
pose of paying for the administration
of this program, and the Federal Gov-
ernment this year will make a profit of
$60 million on that one item alone. I
think that when we are taking in funds
like that it is the responsibility of this
Congress to see to it that the States get
back their share. It comes out of the
States to the Federal Treasury to ad-
minister this program equitably and
fairly, especially in these days when we
have high unemployment over the coun-
try.

I""’l\elr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield.

Mr. GARY. While these funds go
into the Treasury they go in as trust
funds reserved for specific payment, do
they not?

Mr. FOGARTY. No; it is not the
same as a trust fund, not like the old-
age and survivors’ insurance; no, they
are paid directly into the Treasury, but
they are not taxes to constitute revenue
for the carrying on of the general ex-
penses of the Federal Government; they
are taxes to bring in revenue to carry out
the administration of this program.

Mr. GARY. Reserved for that par-
ticular purpose.

Mr. FOGARTY. Yes.

Mr. GARY. Just as other trust funds,
to fulfill a particular purpose.

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield.

Mr. FORAND. Is it not a fact that
these funds are not collected as general
revenue but represent money collected
and placed in the Treasury for a specific
purpose? The intent of Congress was
that this fund should be used for the
purpose of administering this law, but
the Government has been dealing with
it as though it were a part of the general
revenue.

Mr. FOGARTY. The gentleman is
absolutely right.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, FOGARTY. I yield to the dis=
gim;ngwshed gentleman from West Vir-

a.

Mr. BAILEY. I would like to direct
the gentleman’s attention again to the
$55 million item in the appropriation
for the Department of Education. In

March 25

answering the inquiry of the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. NicHOLsoN],
the gentleman from Rhode Island left
the impression that the majority of the
$55 million was to reimburse school dis-
tricts for projects already constructed.

I may advise the gentleman from
Rhode Island that only a reasonable per-
centage of that, probably 20 or not more
than 30 percent, will be used for that
purpose.

I may advise the gentleman further
that there are now some 220 districts
that were given allocations under Pub-
lic Law 815 a few years ago, that have
gone ahead with their own local financ-
ing, but there has not been made avail-
able a single cent of Federal money to
match the local contributions, and the
projects are idle now, construction
waiting on Federal money. That will
account for more than 50 percent of the
$55 million.

Mr. FOGARTY. I want to thank my
distinguished friend from West Virginia.
He knows more about the original law
than I, for he was one of the fathers
of the law when it was enacted in 1950.
The statement of the gentleman from
Massachusetts, I believe, was that a
school had been built in his district, the
money paid out by the local district, but
never repaid by the Government because
we did not appropriate the money. This
:_50 million will take care of that situa-

ion.

Mr. BAILEY, And it would take care
of the other situation, too?

Mr. FOGARTY. Yes.

Mg'. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
8 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Garyl.

Mr, GARY. Mr. Chairman, I merely
wish to call attention very briefly to
some of the testimony with reference to
the refugee program. Many of you will
recall that last year President Eisen-
hower recommended that 240,000 refu-
gees be admitted to the United States.
The Congress on August 7 passed a bill
authorizing 214,000 refugees, 5,000 of
which were adjustments for those al-
ready in the United States. This act,
therefore, provides for the admission of
209,000 refugees not now in the United
States.

The Congress at that time appropri-
ated $3 million to carry out that pro-
gram. The department requested in
this bill an additional $1,560,000 to fi-
nance its operations to the end of this
fiscal year, which would be June 30 next,
The committee went rather fully into
this request, and I think the testimony
which appears beginning on page 300 of
the hearings and particularly at page
311 will be interesting to the Members
of the Congress. Up fo the present
time, they have spent $672,000. During
the 7 months that the program has been
in progress less than 50 visas have been
issued, and according to the best infor-
mation that we can obtain, only 6 refu-
gees have been admitted to the United
States. Now, that is over $100,000 per
refugee.

I like to be fair in these matters and
I think for the sake of fairness it should
be stated that the officials in charge of
this program claimed that it was neces-
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sary for them to prepare and plan the
program. They likened it to building a
railroad. They said they had to build
a railroad to the refugees to get them
out. Now they say the railroad is com-
pleted; the refugees are clamoring for
tickets, but they cannot take them
aboard because they are screening in
this country the employees who are go-
ing to screen the refugees in foreign
countries.

My distinguished colleague from New
York then took up the inquiry, and you
will note the testimony which he devel-
oped on page 314. Mr. Alexander had
been one of the leaders in the TRO and
the displaced persons program, and the
gentleman from New York [Mr. ROONEY]
suggested to Mr. Alexander that they
had already screened employees under
the TRO and displaced persons programs
and asked why they could not use some
of those. The reply was that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary in the other body
had ordered that no employees from the
IRO or the displaced persons program at
the policy level should be employed.
That means, of course, that people with
experience are barred from this program.

Then, if you will look on page 318, you
will find that the question was asked if
they could not have screened these em-
ployees while they were building the
railroad so that when the passengers
were ready to embark, they could then
screen the passengers and take them
aboard. The reply was that “many times
your hindsight is better than your fore-
sight.”

May I say that our subcommittee
turned down the request for the addi-
tional $1,560,000, and I think very prop-
erly so, because clearly the program is
not progressing as had been anticipated
and it is doubtful whether they can
spend between now and June 30, the
entire $3 million which has already been
appropriated for that purpose.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GARY, I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Was that the only ex-
planation your committee got for the
establishment of this figurative railroad
and for the spending of this $672,000 to
bring 6 refugees into this country?

Mr. GARY. If you will read the testi-
mony, you will find that that is the
explanation.

Mr. GROSS. I have not had the op-
portunity to read the testimony. I cer-
tainly want to commend the gentleman
for explaining to us what has happened
in this case.

Mr. GARY. I thought the Members
of the Congress would be interested in
the present status of the program.

Mr. GROSS. This sort of thing is in-
defensible to me that they could spend
$672,000 to bring 6 refugees into this
country, and then have the State Depart-
ment come before the committee and
ask for 991 more employees on top of
that record. I commend the gentleman.

Mr, GARY. The record speaks for
itself. i

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlman yield?

Mr. GARY. I yield to the gentleman
from MNew York.
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Mr. JAVITS. Does not the gentleman
feel that this is verging up into a national
scandal; if we passed a bill authorizing
the admission of over 200,000 refugees
and admitting only 6, that we ought to
have a look at this situation to see if it
is not falling over its own feet or if Mr.
McLeod of the State Department is fol-
lowing the intent and desire of Congress
in respect of this legislation. I am for it.
It is a wise and considered element of the
policy of the United States and should
get moving or we should know why.

Mr. GARY. I will say to the gentle-
man that I personally have never been
enthusiastic about the program. But I
stated in committee to the State Depart-
ment officials who appeared before our
subcommittee that in my judgment the
act either should be carried out or re-
pealed.

Mr. JAVITS. I will say to the gentle-
man that I am enthusiastic about the
program and I am going to look into
this matter carefully, and to do my ut-
most to lay the situation before the
House.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GARY. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. If the act is repealed
forthwith, that cannot be too soon, as far
as I am concerned.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr., RooNEY].

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, while
I have now been a member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations for many
years, I have never seen such appropria-
tions abracadabra as is going on here
today. It would seem that the alleged
Republican budget-cutting drive has
gone into reverse. To find my distin-
guished and sincere friend, the chair-
man of the full Committee on Appro=-
priations, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. TaBER], & party to inserting $55 mil-
lion in this bill today without a request
for it from President Eisenhower’'s Bu-
reau of the Budget is something I never
expected to witness,

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROONEY. I yield to the distin-
guished chairman of the full committee.

Mr. TABER. I wonder if the gentle-
man from New York [Mr, RoorNEY], my
dear friend of long standing, feels that he
will have to vote for that amendment?

Mr. ROONEY. I shall be glad to fol-
low the learned gentleman with regard
thereto. He is the great saviour of the
taxpayer's dollar., His party is the party
which is going to balance the budget.
What kind of budget balancing is this?

I have in my hand Report No. 1372 on
the pending Third Supplemental Appro-
priation bill, 1954, the report from the
distinguished Committee on Appropria-
tions, and on the very first page the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Taper]
says:

Budget estimates considered by the com-
mittee total $424,090,406. Appropriations
recommended total $394,621,606, a reduction
of $29,568,900.

At the meeting of the full House Com-
mittee on Appropriations last Friday it
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was claimed that this $29,568,900 was a
substantial savings for the taxpayers,
amounting to 6.9 percent of the amount
of the requested budget estimates. But
now, when the gentleman adds to the
amount approved at the meeting of the
full committee last Friday, to-wit: $394,-
521,596, the amount $55 million, which
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Taser] knows has not even been re-
quested by Mrs. Hobby, the Eisenhower
Bureau of the Budget, or the Eisenhower
administration, we have the sum of
$449,521,596, or $25,431,100 over and
above the amount which the Eisenhower
administration requested. Instead of a
savings, as alleged in this report, of $29,-
568,900, or 6.9 percent of the amount of
the budget estimates, John Q. Taxpayer
is in the hole to the extent of $25,431,100.

The distinguished gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. Gary] made mention here
today of the faect that it has cost over
$600,000 to date to bring in six refugees.
It is indeed an unfortunate situation
when, although the authorizing law was
enacted on the Tth of August of last year,
and although at that time the Eisen-
hower administration was given an ap-
propriation of $3 million, only six refu-
gees have been brought in to date. Our
consulates abroad, and in particular
those in Italy, have lists of prospective
immigrants in five figures, in tens and
twenties and fifty thousands, who have
been carefully interviewed and checked
and looked up and down and backwards
with regard to their entry as prospective
decent citizens into the United States.
But it seems that only good and deserv-
ing Republicans may go abroad to screen
those already screened by the consulates
and the Foreign Service. They don’t
want experienced personnel. Let me call
your attention to the following collogquy
which appears in the printed hearings
on this bill:

Mr. RoonNEY. Under the Displaced Persons
Act of 1948, you brought in over 200,000
allens, did you not?

Mr. Avexanper. That is right.

Mr. RooneY. And your experience has
shown that only dozens, or thereabout, of
those people were bad security risks; is that
true, as far as you know?

Mr. ALEXANDER. A small number.

Mr. RooNEY. An infinitesimal number?

Mr. ALEXANDER. Yes; relatively.

Mr. RooNEY. What happened to the per-
sonnel that worked on that program?

Mr. ALExaNDER. It folded up and they are
gone, and out of the Government.

Mr. RooweY. Could you not get those
people?

Mr. ALEXANDER. We had to——

Mr. RooneY. They did a good job.
couldn’t you get them?

Mr. ALExanDeEr. We had a directive from
the Judiciary Committee, not to hire anyone
who had anything to do with policy on the
IRO or the DPC program.

Mr. RooNEY, Oh, I see.

The third matter which I shall bring
to the attention of the House concerns
the administration’s now famous num-
bers game. On the Saturady evening
before last our former colleague, Vice
President Ricearp M. N1xXonN, in his wide-
ly publicized and televised speech told
the American public that—

This administration recognizes the danger
of Communist infiltration in the United
States.

Why
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The Vice President went on to say:

I have here a breakdown of the files of over
2,400 people who have left the Federal pay=-
roll either by resignation or discharge under
this program since May, and the great ma-
jority of these, incidentally, were inherited
from the previous administration.

This is what their files show: 422 of the
files showed that they contained information
indicating subversive activities or associa-
tions.

The Vice President then said that he
thought—

All of you will agree that people with in-
formation like that in their files shouldn’t
be working for the Federal Government.
That’s what we think, and that's why they
aren’t working for the Federal Government
today. Now, that's what the administration
in the executive branch has done.

This may all be very well and good, but
what about these Government employees
who the Vice President says were en-
gaged in subversive activities? If that
allegation is the truth, then why have
not these subversive employees been
prosecuted for a felony? There isa law
on the statute books known as Public
Law 759 of the 81st Congress, enacted in
1950, which provides as follows, at sec-
tion 1209:

Provided further, That any person who
* * *» advocates, or who is a member of an
organization that advocates, the overthrow
of the Government of the United States by
force or violence and accepts employment the
salary or wages for which are paid from any
appropriation or fund contained in this or
any other act shall be gullty of a felony and,
upon conviction, shall be fined not more than
$1,000 or imprisoned for not more than 1
year.

The Communist Party has been found
by the Subversive Activities Control
Board to be an organization which advo-
cates the overthrow of the Government
of the United States by force or violence.
I say, Why have not these Government
employees engaged in subversive activi-
ties whose files were mentioned by the
Vice President in his broadcast a week
ago Saturday evening been prosecuted
under this law?

I asked this same question of the As-
sistant Attorney General, in the absence
of Attorney General Brownell before our
committee, and the following is the an-
swer, later submitted for the record.
The Assistant Attorney General could
not answer this question at the moment
of the hearing. Later submitted by the
Department of Justice was this state-
ment, which appears at page 229 of the
printed hearings:

The records of the Department do not dis-
close that any indictments have been re-
turned or prosecutions brought under the
provisions of this statute.

The statute I have mentioned has been
in every appropriation bill for at least
6 or 7 years. It is permanent law. It
certainly goes back far enough to cover
people who were engaged in subversive
activities while they were Government
employees. I say to President Eisen-
hower and the administration that the
sooner you get to prosecuting these Com-
munists and subversives, whom you say
you found in the Government, the better.
The American public is entitled to know
what you are going to do about this,
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Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of the time to the distin-
guished gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. McCorMACK].

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr.Chairman, of
course, we know that when the amend-
ment stage is reached, we are going to
witness an interesting and somewhat un-
usual pieture of an amendment being
offered to increase this bill $565 million,
with the approval of our distinguished
friend, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Taserl. To me, that is really mak-
ing history. My purpose in addressing
the committee on this occasion is to call
attention to an item in the budget mes-
sage sent up by President Eisenhower,
which the committee eliminated, and to
urge that it be adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole when I offer the amend-
ment to put it back in the bill. I think
arguments should not be necessary to
satisfy the membership on both sides of
the aisle on this particular proposition.
We all know that unemployment is in-
creasing, and I am not going to discuss
the factors or the influences at this time,
but I am going to discuss a matter which
the President recommended and which
this committee eliminated, which I
think should appeal to each and every
one of us as a desirable thing for
the House to do to support the Presi-
dent. In the President’s budget mes-
sage, there was an item of $1,281,
300 for the payment of claims weekly
from April 1 to June 30. That sim-
ply means that the Congress appro-
priated money which in turn is allocated
to the several States, as we know, for the
payment of administrative expenses in
connection with the payment of unem-
ployment compensation enabling the
several States in their wisdom, if they so
desire, to make weekly payments to those
entitled to unemployment compensation
under the State law rather than biweekly
payments. Ihardly think any argument
in favor of that action is necessary or
should be necessary. Prior to Septem-
ber of last year, the Congress always
appropriated money so that the several
States could make weekly payments. In
the Truman budget of last year, the total
budget was $218 million. The Eisen-
hower budget was $213,600,000 and in
that there was included enough funds to
permit the several States to make weekly
rather than biweekly payments, if they
so desired. The committee reported out
a hill for $187,300,000. That is the sum
which passed the House. As it passed
the Senate, the bill provided for $197,-
100,000 and the conference agreed upon
$192,205,000. As a result of that cut,
the several States were compelled to go
on a biweekly payment, assuming that
they did not want to do so. Some of the
States do make weekly payments. They
have to make it up out of their own State
funds appropriated for that purpose.
President Eisenhower in his budget rec-
ommendation of last year contemplated
that the appropriations should be made
so that the several States could make
weekly payments of unemployment com-
pensation.

I might say for the benefit of my col-
league that so far as I can find out, prior
to last September and the period previ-
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ous to that there were but two States in
the Union that paid on a biweekly basis,
which was action on the part of those
States.

In this supplemental budget recom-
mendation the President specifically in-
cluded $1,281,300 for this purpose; but
the subcommittee and the full committee
eliminated this with some other items,
and while I favor them, I am not in-
cluding the other items in my amend-
ment. My amendment goes to one prop-
osition: That we ought to appropriate
the money to enable the several States
of the Union if they so desire, between
April 1 and June 30 of 1954—for the re-
mainder of this fiscal year—to make
unemployment-compensation payments
weekly rather than biweekly.

As I said, I do not think argument is
necessary. We are all reasonable ladies
and gentlemen; we all want to do the
right thing. I think we all realize that
those who are getting unemployment
compensation are not possessed of much
of the world’s spoils. I think we realize
the importance of that money going to
them weekly rather than biweekly. You
and I cannot judge this question based
upon our own financial position, because
at least we have a dollar in our pocket:
it must be considered from the angle of
the person who is without employment,
not only that person but his family, and
the importance of that check coming to
them for whatever period is prescribed
by State law, weekly rather than bi-
weekly.

I think it would be an entirely sound
thing to do and a fair thing to do, and
a humane thing to do, for you and me to
put these things back into the budget
recommended by President Eisenhower
enabling the several States to make
weekly payments of unemployment com-
pensation rather than to make pay-
ments every 2 weeks. At the proper
time, when the bill is read under the
5-minute rule, I shall offer such an
amendment. I hope before that time
arrives that the chairman of the sub-
committee, the chairman of the full com-
mittee, and the other members of the
committee will confer and accept the
amendment or agree to have the amend-
ment offered by one of the Republican
members of the Committee on Appro-
priations. I have no pride of author-
ship; I get no pleasure out of feeling
that it is my duty to offer this amend-
ment because I wish it was in the bill; I
am thinking of about 3,500,000 persons
who are out of employment at the pres-
ent time with many others. But they
are receiving unemployment-compensa-
tion checks, and I am thinking of the
importance of weekly payments to them
at this time rather than paymenis every
2 weeks.

Mr. ROBSION of EKentucky. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield.

Mr. ROBSION of EKentucky. What
was the situation in this regard in 1950
when there were 4,500,000 out of work?
Were they paid every week or biweekly?

Mr. McCORMACK. I am unable to
answer the gentleman, but I will accept
his statement as to what the condition
was; I am not making any controversial
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remarks on this occasion. If the gen-
tleman says it was the same situation—
I have no knowledge of it—I will accept
his word. But that does not justify the
same procedure at this time.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I asked
for information.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex-
pired.

Mr. TABER. Mr, Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. BROYHILL].

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to speak on the section of this
bill which has to do with appropriations
for the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare. While I feel that
northern Virginia could be one of the
wealthiest ecommunities in thiz country,
1 regret having to state that most dairy
cows in the United States are better
housed than many of our school chil-
dren. That is a fact. Most dairy cows
are better housed than many of our
school children in northern Virginia.
You may say to me, that is a local prob-
lem, a State problem, and we should not
call upon the Federal Government for
aid. 'That is partly true, except that the
Congress has recognized as a part of its
responsibility an obligation to these
communities in the enactment of Public
Laws 815 and 874, as amended by Pub-
lic Laws 246 and 248.

Since I have been a Member of Con-
gress I have seen several Members of
this body who have found it necessary
to take the floor of the House and re-
peatedly point out that Public Laws 815
and 874 were not Federal aid to educa-
tion. I imagine on several occasions
prior to the 83d Congress, and since the
time 815 and 874 were enacted, several
Members found it necessary to clarify
that issue.

I realize that Public Laws 815 and 874
are confusing, they are complicated, and
it is necessary to use repetition in order
to emphasize what is the purpose of the
measures. At the risk of being some-
what repetitious myself, I would like to
try to simplify what is the true purpose of
these measures.

They simply do this: They provide for
payment by the United States to school
districts or local communities that have
suffered from the impact of Federal in-
stallations in their areas, to be used for
assistance in the construction and main-
tenance of schools, and are based upon
a formula which has to do with the num-
ber of children of Federal employees at-
tending the schools in those areas.

Why do we pay these communities on
a formula which is based on the num-
ber of children of Federal employees?
We all know it does not cost any more
to educate the child of a Federal em-
ployee than it does to educate the child
of anyone else. These Federal employees
are generally an asset to the community.
They raise the standard of living, they
raise the educational and intellectual
background of the citizenry, they have a
great deal of civic interest and citizen-
ship participation. In addition, in the
areas that have been impacted by Fed-
eral employees we find that crime and
delinquency are a great deal lower.
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Why then should we pay these com-
munities for the children of Federal em-
ployees? Many Members of this body, I
know, have served in various capacities in
local governments as mayors and as
members of city couneils. You know
that the economy of every community is
based upon a certain amount of revenue
coming from residents, local business and
industry. We all know that the resi-
dents, that is houses and homes, will not
pay a sufficient revenue to the township
to support the schools in the area. We
must receive a large portion of our rev-
enue in these local communities from the
industry in those communities. The
Federal Government moves into a com-
munity, it becomes a part of the industry
of that community and brings in people
who must be provided with community
facilities. Those communities do not re-
ceive payment in lieu of taxes from the
Federal Government for the property the
Federal Government owns. In addition,
the Federal Government moves into an
area and it can move out again at any
rate at which it would like to move out,
sometimes suddenly and without notice.
Therefore, the Congress in recognizing
that it was imposing a hardship on these
communities, enacted Public Laws 815
and 874 and set up this particular form-
ula, which meant that the Congress was
recognizing a small portion of its obliga-
tion to the various communities that
have suffered from this impact.

As a result of this action of the Con-
gress, the communities acted accord-
ingly. They drew plans, let contracts,
bonded their communities and set out
with a school construction program.
But, then, what happened? Congress
changed its mind. They said, “We are
not going to fulfill our obligation. We
are not going to do what we promised we
would do,” which meant that many Mem-
bers of Congress have had to come back
every year with hats in their hands, with
humility, begging for these funds to be
appropriated by Congress, which merely
means that Congress would be meeting
their obligation which they previously
promised they would do, to these various
communities. In Public Law 815 there
has been $440 million authorized. There
are 941 school districts, school areas, in-
volved. About half of these school dis-
tricts, about 500, have received all the
money which Congress promised them.
About 200, 25 percent of them, only got
part of their funds, and 200 others did not
get a dime. We have appropriated all
of this $440 million with the exception of
$98 million, and we cut that down last
year in an authorization bill to $55 mil-
lion. Iam very happy to find here today
that the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Buseey] is going to offer an amendment
to restore that amount.

Now, I think every Member of this
Congress can take pride, point with pride,
at a reduction in expenditures last ses-
sion of $14 billion, but I do not think
that we can point with pride to economy
in Government if we are going to arrive
at that economy by refusing to meet our
just and legal obligations to pay a just
and honest debt. Every Member of this
body can reduce his personal expendi-
tures, economize on his personal budget,
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by merely refusing to pay his just and
legal debts, but we cannot economize in
this Government by refusing on the part
of this Congress to meet its just and legal
obligations. I further understand that
the gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr.
FoearTy] will offer an amendment to ap-
propriate $58 million to take care of the
construetion of schools for this year's
construction program.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?
Iyield to the gentle=

Mr. BROYHILL.
man from Illinois.

Mr. BUSBEY. I would just like to say
that if we had stopped appropriating
some of these billions of dollars for what
I call Operation Rathole all over the
world, we would not have to be in here
taking up the time of the Congress fight-
ing about pennies in trying to take care
of our own people. I think it is high
time that a few of us think about our
own people and take some of the money
from the foreign-aid program and put it
into these worth-while programs, such
as those in the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare that I have
wrestled with since I have been in
Congress.

Mr. BROYHILL. I have no quarrel
with the gentleman on that. However,
whatever we do with our friends abroad
we cannot do it at the expense of our
school children in this country.

Mr. BUSBEY. Does not the gentle-
man believe we ought to think of our
own people first?

Mr. BROYHILL. Yes. I do not like
to be dramatic or try to be emotional
about this thing, by saying that we are
jeopardizing the education of all our
children. Regardless of what Congress
does, I think our people will find some
ways and means to educate our children.
Vre might have to educate them in cow
barns and lower the salaries of our
teachers, not pay them an adequate
amount, and sacrifice some other com-
munity facilities, but somehow we will
find ways and means for educating our
children. But, that does not relieve the
Congress of meeting its obligations to
our various communities.

So, I urge every Member of this body
to support both amendments, the Busbey
amendment and the Fogarty amend-
ment, which will do nothing more than
permit Congress to meet its obligation,
what they actually promised these com-
munities they would do.

Mr. TABER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BROYHILL. Iyield to the gentle=
man from New York.

Mr, TABER. I would assume that the
gentleman wants to do the right and
honest thing. I wonder if he under-
stands that there has already been ap-
propriated toward that new program
that was set up, $70 million.

Mr. BROYHILL. I do.

Mr. TABER. And that only $35 mil-
lion has been obligated and that the
balance, $35 million, will carry through
the balance of this fiscal year; that there
is a budget estimate pending of $40 mil-
lion to start the new year with, and that
the committee has not yet held hearings
on it and we do not know what the
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picture is. We have been told, however,
that out of the $146 million of claims at
least 10 percent will not be valid, and
so we cannot go ahead and we ought not
to go ahead and do something foolish
and provide funds that are not necessary
and cannot be used.

Mr. BROYHILL. The figures that I
have received from the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, which
were based on the authorization bill last
year, show that we need an additional
$58 million to meet our responsibility.

Mr. TABER. Pardon me. I have the
figures here, but they do not show that.
I will show the gentleman the statement
that we have received from them, that
probably is the same that the gentleman
received, and if he will look it over, he
will see that that is not correct.

Mr. BROYHILL. Would the gentle-
man support an amendment that would
provide funds that the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare stated
would be necesary?

Mr. TABER. They do not know what
is necessary.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Virginia has expired.

Mr. HOWELL. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. Chairman, it is
my belief that the sum of $7,551,100 is
inadequate for the proper administration
of unemployment compensation by the
States during the remainder of this fis-
cal year. I believe the amount should
be restored to the original $14,500,000 re-
quested by the Department of Labor.
I base my belief on the experience of the
New Jersey Division of Employment Se-
curity during this current fiscal year.

Because of budget cuts enacted during
the first session of this Congress, the New
Jersey Division of Employment Security
was forced in August to lay off 500 em-
ployees at a time when the number of
claims was increasing. Overtime opera-
tions were eliminated, claimants were
placed on a biweekly reporting schedule,
and 12 part-time local offices were closed.
By the end of November, a critical sit-
uation had developed with nearly 65,000
backlogged claims on hand awaiting the
writing of checks. Temporary relief was
obtained in December when $500,000 was
made available through a State appro-
priation from the agency’s auxiliary
compensation fund.

In commenting on this chaotic situa-
tion, which resulted in widespread hard-
ship among New Jersey workers who had
lost their jobs, the commissioner of labor
and industry pointed out that adequate
financing of employment security admin-
istration by the Federal Government is
of primary importance to the welfare of
the State. He further stated that break-
downs in operations under the instability
of the present system of budgetary grants
cause delays in benefit payments to un-
employed workers when the income is
most needed.

The sum appropriated by the Federal
Government for the fiscal year 1954 for
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the State administration of unemploy-
ment compensation is $192,205,000. This
figure is approximately $5 million less
than the amount appropriated for this
purpose by the budget of the Democratic
administration for the fiscal year 1953.

In the face of this reduction, jobless-
ness has risen to higher levels during the
current fiscal year, and threatens to
remain at this higher level. The most
recent report of the Labor Department
states that the number of initial claims
for unemployment compensation for the
week ending March 13 was 310,363. The
number of new claims for the same week
last year was 170,116. This is an increase
of 80 percent over the 1953 level of new
claims for unemployment compensation.

The Department of Labor requested
the sum of $14,500,000 in supplemental
appropriations for the remainder of this
fiscal year. This request has been cut
back to $7,551,100 by the Appropriations
Committee. I fail to see how this re-
duction can be justified in the face of
the flood of new claims coming into un-
employment compensation offices these
days. I believe the loss of a man's job
is severe enough a hardship to endure
without encountering delays in receipt
of unemployment compensation checks.
These workers paid into the unemploy-
ment fund when they had jobs, and they
have every right to expect that the Fed-
eral and State governments will see to
it that they receive checks promptly
when they are so urgently needed.

DISASTER LOAN REVOLVING FUND

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks at this point in the REcorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, last July, Congress authorized
$150 million to meet the emergency in
drought areas, particularly with refer-
ence to the problem which had developed
in livestock areas due to the severe
drought and falling prices., This money
was provided as follows:

Economic disaster loans...... §30, 000, 000

Bpecial livestock loans__..... - 60,000, 000

Emergency feeding program... 40, 000, 000
Total, disaster loan

PO R S = e o] 130, 000, 000
Production and subsistence

loans 20, 000, 000

Grand total cececcaaa. - 150, 000, 000

Latest estimates indicate that the
emergency feeding program will run in
excess of the original estimate of $40
million. Offsetting this, however, it now
appears that there will be an unused bal-
ance for economic disaster loans which
can be transferred to cover this increase.
The language in the bill is recommended
to accomplish this.

The additional amount is needed to re-
imburse the President's disaster relief
fund for the $10 million advanced from
that fund last fall to cover the emergency
hay feeding program established in co-
operation with the 12 drought disaster
States to supplement the program for
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providing feed concentrates from CCC
stocks.

FOREST SERVICE—FIGHTING FOREST FIRES

The serious drought conditions
throughout the country Ilast year
resulted in an unusually heavy forest
fire season. More fires occurred, they
burned much stronger than usual, and
they lasted longer and were much more
difficult to handle. For example, during
brief periods in August more than 1,000
lightning fires were started in northern
Idaho and Montana. Similar situations
developed in other areas of the West.

The number of fires between July 1
and November 30 during the 3 years of
1950, 1951, and 1952 averaged a little
above 4,000. During the same period
in 1953 the number exceeded 5,500.

Furthermore the situation in such
areas as Colorado an. South Dakota
will be bad again this spring as a result
of the extreme deficiency of snowfall
this winter. There have been some fires
in these areas already this winter, in a
period of the year which is traditionally
free of fires.

In the regular bill for 1954 we pro=-
vided the usual $6 million for this pur-
pose. Through January it had been
necessary to spend over $9 million, and
there is little doubt but that several
more million will be required by June 30.

This deficiency will provide a total of
$10,500,000 for the 1954 fiscal year.
There is some possibility that even this
amount may not be sufficient.

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION

At the time the administrative author-
ization of $17,100,000 was provided last
year, the estimates of volume of commo-
dity loans and purchases for the year
were about normal,

Since the enactment of the regular
bill, the volume of {ransactions for
wheat, corn, cotton, and dairy products
has increased tremendously. For ex-
ample, the volume of loans for wheat
is now estimated at 67 percent higher
than was forecast last spring. The ac-
quisition of corn is running 44 percent
higher, loans on cotton will be 60 per-
cent higher, and acquisitions of dairy
products is about 170 percent higher.

Based on indications of sizable in-
creases in these programs, the Director
of the Budget authorized the CCC to
operate on a deficiency basis beginning
last September, acting under his author-
ity contained in the Antideficiency Act.
Accordingly, this item is in the nature
of a true deficiency rather than a supple-
mental request.

In reviewing the estimate, the com-
mittee reduced the amount based on
actual obligations through February 28.
The $2 million provided should carry
the present force through the balance of
the year and allow room for some ex-
pansion to meet the further workload in-
creases related to loans and purchases
expected in May and June.

FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION

The funds provided in the bill are
needed to take care of three categories
of additional expense resulting from the
Farm Credit Act of 1953. That act sep-
arated the Farm Credit Administration
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from the Department of Agriculture and
created a new 12-man board of directors.
The amount recommended consists of
the following:
1. Personnel, travel and other ex-
penses of the new board_ .-
2. Creation of new Legal Division to
perform the work formerly fur-
nished by the Solicitor of Ag-
FloUItUre. s n i n s mms -
8. Additional administrative and
supervisory expense resulting
fromy separation from Depart-
ment of Agriculture —eaeee--- 18, 000

$67, 000

35, 000

Total 120, 000

This item is also a deficiency, since the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget au-
thorized Farm Credit to operate on a
deficiency basis beginning last Decem-
ber.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

MARITIME ACTIVITIES
Operating-differential subsidies

For an additional amount for “Operating-
differential subsidies,” 19,500,000, to remain
available until expended.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr., Chairman, during general debate
I brought to the attention of the chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee
[Mr. Taser] an item appearing in the
bill eovering ship-operation subsidies.
The item in the bill is $19.5 million, a re-
duction of $10 million from the Depart-
ment’s request. In response to a ques-
tion which I put to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Taeerl, I understood
that the reason for the reduction in the
request was that the committee was
not entirely satisfied with the vouchers
which had been approved, nor perhaps
with the contracts under which they
were approved, and, possibly, with some
of the procedures. The gentleman in-
formed me, as I understood him, that the
committee would investigate the matter,
and if the vouchers were found to be
valid and justifiable they would be paid;
further, that in no sense should the
action of the committee be considered
in any way as a repudiation of the
Government’'s obligation.

Mr. TABER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, TOLLEFSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. TABER. The last part is correct,
but as to the other part there were sev-
eral other things, including the method
of handling their income, and their ex-
emptions and preferences, and that sort
of thing, that we will have to go into.
It will involve quite a lot of items. We
will try to do whatever is right after we
have our picture. There is no repudia-
tion of any obligation. We want to have
the thing developed so that we can know
just exactly what the situation is,

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I appreciate that.
I want to make clear the other statement
I understood the gentleman to make—
that if upon the investigation which I
understand the committee is to make it
is found that these particular vouchers
are justifiable and are legitimate they
will be paid.
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Mr. TABER. Of course, I cannot
guarantee they will be paid, but the com-
mittee will consider them and I am sure
they will approve what they think is
Justified.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I thank the gen-
tleman,

This reduction of the request has had
some effect upon the shipping industry.
It has raised some questions in their
mind, and perhaps justifiably so because
they had not known exactly what was
in the mind of the committee when it
made the reduction.

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. PHILLIPS. Ishare the same con-
cern the gentleman shares about the
validity of the obligation and the obli-
gation imposed upon us, but I have
looked into the matter and I am satisfied
this is in no sense a repudiation of the
obligation, and that those bills which
can be justified before the committee will
be paid. I also confirm the desire of the
committee to see that they are promptly
audited and that the items in them are
properly reported to the committee.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. BOW. May I make inquiry of the
gentleman whether the legislative com-
mittee is making any inquiry or investi-
gation of the subsidies and the manner
in which they are being considered?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Yes. The commit-
tee will go into not only the operating
subsidy question but also the construc-
tion differential subsidy matter. How=-
ever, I have suggested to the chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations that
in respect to this particular matter his
committee go into it because they know
what questions they have in mind and
perhaps could get a quicker answer to
the problem which confronts them than
our committee. But we are going into
this entire subsidy program before the
end of the session and we hope that by
the end of the session we will have some
matters to present to you.

Mr. BOW. Do I correctly understand
the gentleman intends to conduct an in-
vestigation other than the hearings?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Yes, indeed. Asa
part of the hearings there will be in-
vestigation.

May I say a word about this subsidy
question, because, as I have indicated,
this action has had some impact upon
the industry. Starting last year, when
Congress adopted a private financing
law, we sought to get private financing
of ship construction. To date we have
been able to get not one dollar of private
financing.

One of the reasons for our inability
to do so has been the general feeling
on the part of the lending institutions—
I am not talking about the shipping in-
dustry, I am talking about finaneial in-
stitutions, now—that the attitude of the
Government toward these subsidies is
very uncertain.
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(On request of Mr. McCormMAcK, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. TOLLEFSON
was allowed to proced for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I thank the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

The private-financing institutions
have been reluctant to finance ship con-
struction because they have not been
certain what the policy or the attitude
of the Federal Government itself has
been toward the subsidy program.

The ship-subsidy program and philos-
ophy is a rather complicated and in-
volved one, and I do not expect that I
shall be able to go into it in detail here,
but I would like to discuss it very gen-
erally and very briefly because it is of
considerable importance to the security
and welfare of the United States. The
question which Congress must answer
constantly is this: Does the United
States want a strong and adequate mer-
chant marine? If the answer is in the
affirmative, and it always has been as
far as I can see in the record, then in-
evitably it means that we must have a
subsidy program—an operation subsidy
and a construction subsidy because ob-
viously in this country we eannot build
ships as cheaply as they can build them
abroad, nor can we operate them as
cheaply. That policy has been sup-
ported by every Maritime Commission
that has been appointed. It has been
supported by a number of Presidents, in-
cluding President Eisenhower. I want
to read a communication from him
dated in 1952. I will only read a part of
it wherein he says:

In 1944, from London, I said, “When final
vietory is ours, there is no organization that
will share its credit more deservedly than the
American merchant marine.”

We were caught flatfooted in both World
Wars because we relied too much upon for-
eign-owned and operated shipping to carry
our cargoes abroad and to bring critically
needed supplies to this country.

America’s industrial prosperity and mili-
tary security both demand that we maintain
a privately operated merchant marine ade-
quate in size and of modern design to insure
that our lines of supply for either peace or
war will be safe.

I eonsider the merchant marine to be our
fourth arm of defense and vital to the sta-
bility and expansion of our foreign trade.

The same type of statement was made
by President Wilson, President Roosevelt,
and by President Truman,

Mr. ALLEN of California. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, TOLLEFSON. I yield.

Mr. ALLEN of California. I commend
the acting chairman of the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries for
the statement he is making. I would
like to commend him even more for the
activity and interest that he has engen-
dered by the leadership that he has giv-
en to the committee, I think I speak the
minds of all the Members in saying that
we appreciate very much his leadership
and the renewed activity that has come
to the committee on which we serve.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I thank the gentle-
man very much for his kind remarks.
And may I say to the House that the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. ALLEN] is
one of the outstanding authorities on
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merchant-marine matters. We are for=
tunate, indeed, to have him not only on
our committee but as a Member of Con-
gress.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I yield.

Mr, McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
understand there are only 25 ships in
American yards today under construc-
tion and 11 of them are registered under
the flags of other nations.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Iam nofcertain as
to the figures, but I have no doubt that
the gentleman from Massachusetts is
correct.

Mr. McCORMACEK. And the 11 ships
of other nations are being constructed
here because the production facilities of
these foreign nations are being taxed to
capacity, and that is the only reason
they are being built in this country.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. That is right,

Mr. McCORMACK. Ship construction
abroad, particularly in England, is very
intense and very feverish; is that not
correct?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Most of the great
nations of the world have recognized and
are still recognizing the importance of a
merchant marine. For that reason they
are outdoing us in new ship construction,
‘We have dropped to fourth place, and if
we continue our neglect of our own mer-
chant marine needs we will drop further
than that.

Mr, Chairman, on March 2 I addressed
this distinguished body on the proposi-
tion that the United States needs and
must have an adequate merchant fleet
in peace as in time of war.

In that statement I pointed out the
appalling cost of maritime myopia
which history has proved time and time
again, and I stated that one of the
tragedies of history is that its lessons
are so seldom learned, so often ignored.

How can we so soon forget that our
neglect of the merchant marine in World
War I cost this Nation over $3 billion
and that in World War II we again spent
over $12 billion to build the ships that
were necessary to victory?

But there is another side of this story
that needs to be told and retold because
we were better prepared in World War I
than in World War I and our prepared-
ness paid rich dividends to the Nation.

Prior to the First World War we had
so neglected our shipping that we were
carrying only 9 percent of our own for-
eign trade. We were at the mercy of
foreign merchant fleets and we paid
dearly for our mistakes for we were
caught in the pinch of shipping rates
controlled by foreign nations which for
general cargo skyrocketed 1,117 percent.
Who paid for that mistake? The answer
is plain—the American taxpayer paid
and paid again.

The cost of our lack of a sound mari-
time policy was so staggering—so con-
vineing that in 1920 we passed a Mer=-
chant Marine Act in which the Congress
declared it to be the policy of the United
States to do whatever may be necessary
‘to have a merchant marine of the best
equipped and most suitable vessels suf-
ficient to carry the greater portion of
our commerce and serve as a naval or
military auxiliary in time of war.
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Sixteen years later the Congress re-
affirmed this basic philosophy but this
time with even greater emphasis.

This, gentlemen, was the Merchant
Marine Act of 1936 which was enacted
on June 29, 1936, after almost 2 years
of investigation and debate. It stands
today as the Magna Carta of the Ameri-
can merchant marine—the corner-
stone—indeed the very foundation of our
national maritime policy.

Was it a wise decision the Congress
made in 1936? Let me refer you to the
language of the Harvard report of 1945
which said, and I quote:

Because of the 1936 act the United States
had both a nucleus of modern merchant
vessels before the disaster at Pearl Harbor
in December 1941 and the machinery for
greatly expanding ship production to meet
the extraordinary requirements of World
War II.

Was it a good business decision? Let
us face the facts. Let the record speak
for itself.

When World War II broke out the
prinecipal pool of privately owned new
ships available for war service were the
ships built and building for the sub-
sidized lines under the 1936 act. Our
Government realized substantial dollar
benefits from its original investment in
the construction of these ships at a time
when the world price of tonnage was
soaring.

Unlike the situation in World War I
when, as I have said, shipping rates for
general cargo skyrocketed to 1,117 per-
cent, general cargo rates in World War
II increased by 70 percent. Our pru-
dence—our foresight—paid dividends.
We were no longer at the mercy of for-
eign shipping.

We were not completely ready for the
enormous demands made on our mer-
chant shipping but we were better pre-
pared than ever before in our history.
The 1936 act had given us a head start—
a nucleus of ships and sailors and man-
agement know-how on which we built
the merchant marine which according to
Fleet Admiral King proved to be “an in-
tegral part of our country’s armed might
in time of crises.”

There were many who recognized the
contribution which our American mer-
chant marine made to the winning of
the ultimate victory. But none could
speak with greater authority—with more
conviction—than the great military
leader of World War II—who today
serves his country as the President of
the United States.

On October 3, 1952, President Eisen-
hower stated:

In 1944, from London, I said, “When final
victory is ours, there is no organization that
will share its credit more deservedly than
the American merchant marine.”

‘We were caught flat-footed in both world
wars because we relied too much upon for-
eign-owned and operated shipping to carry
our cargoes abroad and to bring needed sup-
plies to this country.

America's industrial prosperity and mili-
tary security both demand that we maintain
a privately operated merchant marine ade-
quate in size and of modern design to insure
that our lines of supply for peace or war will
be safe.

I consider the merchant marine to be our
fourth arm of defense and vital to the stabil-
ity and expansion of our forelgn trade.
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Yes, the policies in the 1936 Merchant
Marine Act have proved to be sound,
prudent, and economic.

Why, then, it is that they are so mis-
understood? I confess that I am
shocked and bewildered at times by the
lack of even elementary understanding
of the policies—the objectives of this our
basic maritime law. It is precisely be-
cause we are again faced with the results
of such misunderstanding that I address
myself to a particular phase of our 1936
act. Nor is this the voice of a single Con-
gressman because a majority of my col=-
leagues on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries Committee share my convic-
tions and join in my apprehension.

I have before me Report No. 1372, 83d
Congress, 2d session, containing on page
10 under the heading “Maritime Activ-
ities—Operating Differential Subsidies,”
the following sentence—and I quote:

The bill includes $19,500,000 additional for

this item, a reduction of $10 million in the
budget estimate.

Such a simple statement to convey so
much meaning. But what exactly does
it mean?

Gentlemen, it means that the Govern-
ment of the United States will not be
able to honor its contractual commit-
ments. It means that the faith and
credit of our Nation is in jeopardy. Is
it economy? The answer is emphati-
cally, No. Do we wipe out our debts by
postponing the payment of our just and
le:gal obligations? The answer is ob-
vious.

Let me explain what I mean. Let me
explain why a majority of the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee has
authorized me to clarify this situation
and attempt to rectify it.

When the Department of Commerce
requested this additional amount of
$29,500,000 for “Operating-differential
subsidies,” it said, and I quote:

Funds made avallable under this appro-
priation are for the purpose of paying
amounts due the subsidized operators under
the terms of existing contracts, Fund au-
thority is not used to incur new obligations,

but to make payments under existing obli-
gations,

Let me emphasize that the statement
refers to “existing contracts” and “ex-
isting obligations.” Who are the con-
tracting parties? On the one hand we
have the ship operators, on the other the
United States. Have the ship operators
fulfilled their obligation under the con-
tracts? The answer is in the records of
the Maritime Administration. They
have operated American-flag ships, with
American crews for a stipulated number
of voyages on routes declared to be es-
sential to the commerce of the United
States. In addition, they have complied
with all the restrictions imposed upon
them by our Government. Yes, the rec-
ord is plain, the Maritime Administra-
tion has certified that these lines have
lived up to their end of the bargain by
approving the vouchers submitted by the
lines as contract payments for contract
services.

When were these services rendered?
For what period were these obligations
incurred? Of the total amount re-
quested in this supplemental, $7,600,608
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was for the calendar years 1947 through
1952, $4,989,237 was applicable to the
third quarter of calendar year 1953, and
the remainder was applicable to the
fourth quarter of calendar year 1953.

It is plain that these are not forward
commitments. They are neither “guess-
timates” nor estimates. These are for
approved vouchers. They are bills due
and payable. Do we economize by not
paying our bills? Since the operators
have fulfilled their obligations can the
United States do less?

Possibly the action of the Appropria-
tions Committee in cutting this request
for a supplemental appropriation is the
result of a misunderstanding of the law
which authorizes these contracts.

Under authority of title VI of the Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1936, as amended,
operating-differential subsidies may be
paid to United States citizens operating
vessels in the foreign commerce of the
United States on essential routes or serv-
ices. The operating subsidy is designed
to place the American operator on a
basis of parity with his low-cost foreign
competitors.

In simple language the Government
under the authority of this act says to
the operator: If you will operate your
ships under the American flag regularly
in good times or bad on a route the
United States designates as essential, the
Government will pay the difference be-
tween your high American costs and the
lower foreign costs. Then you will be in
a competitive position to succeed or fail
by your own efforts. The Govrnment
will not guarantee you a profit but if
you earn more than a specified return we
will divide the excess with you on a 50-50
basis until the entire subsidy is repaid
to Uncle Sam.

That seems to me to be a fair and
reasonable proposition. How has it
worked?

From 1928 to 1951 the net cost to the
Government of operating differential
payments was $147,158,234. Direct Fed-
eral income and profit taxes paid by
these companies in the same period total
$130,503,000 or just $16,655,324 short of
the amount due the lines for operating
subsidies. This does not take into ac-
count the taxes on wages and salaries
which at present withholding rates are
estimated to yield about $24 million an-
nually in income taxes.

Yes, it has been good business for the
Government to pay operating differential
subsidies and the real cost has been nil.

Now I do not contend that this favor-
able pattern will continue. The evidence
indicates that it will not and that ap-
propriations for this purpose may in-
crease as recapture declines. But if they
do we must weigh the benefits against
the cost. Steamship operators are not
the beneficiaries of this program. The
real beneficiaries are the American
workers and farmers and industries
across the breadth of our great land
whose prosperity depends upon our abil-
ity to sell our goods in foreign markets
and to import the materials necessary
to our industrial economy. Add to these
the countless thousands in banks, in-
surance companies, ship supplies, and
others who direcfly or indirectly depend
for their livelihood on the existence of
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an American merchant marine. The
benefits are manifold and widespread
and it was in recognition of these that
the policy of paying operating differen-
tials was established.

Surely with that understanding of the
basie objective, principles, and results,
no one can dispute its merits and ad-
vantages,

But if there be doubters or those who
cannot or will not understand, can any-
one deny that the United States must
honor its contractual obligations?

The contracting lines have done their
job. They have lived up to their con-
tracts. They have presented their bill
for contractual services. These bhills
have been approved and, fantastic as it
may seem, the lines have paid income
taxes on moneys due and owing to them
by the United States but which they have
not received, although some of the serv-
ice dates back to 1947.

This injustice must be corrected and
I am confident that when both houses
review this situation, the cut in the sup-
plemental appropriation will be restored
and the good faith and credit of the
United States will, as a result, be un-
impaired.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from North Carolina is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, since
we are now discussing an appropriation
bill, I assume that it is entirely appro-
priate for me to bring to your attention
pertinent information concerning “Oper-
ation Reindeer.” Perhaps no Member
of the House knows anything at all about
this particular “operation.” It might
well be called Stassen’s Operation Santa
Claus. I hope that I may have the
attention of members of the Committee
on Appropriations. Frankly, I do not
believe that members of the committee
understand fully just how the money
made available under section 513 (b) of
the Mutual Security Act of 1953 has been
used. Certainly, I cannot believe that
any member of the committee or any
Member of Congress had the slightest
idea that any part of the funds made
available by that section would be used
to finance a Santa Claus program such
as that conducted by Gov. Harold Stas-
sen, Director of the Foreign Operations
Administration, when he sent Santa
Claus into 17 nations of the world bear-
ing 5 million Christmas presents to be
delivered in the yuletide. So bold was
the great Director in the misuse of Fed-
eral funds, and so filled with the spirit
of St. Nicholas, he actually named the
project and called it “Operation Rein-
deer.” Perhaps you can imagine what
a broad smile Santa Claus Stassen had
on his beaming face as he loaded his b
million Christmas presents on the sleighs
of Santa Claus and drove the gallant
reindeer across the seaways and into the
airways of the universe. His heart must
have been filled with the generous spirit
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of giving—giving most anything—as long
as it could be given away at the expense
of the American taxpayers.

Governor Stassen has a right to be
generous—generosity is an attribute that
is admired by all right-thinking people;
but there is an old Latin adage to the
effect that “One must be just before he
is generous.” I do not hesitate to say
that neither the President nor his ap-
pointee, Mr. Stassen, nor any other per-
son connected with this administration
had either a legal or a moral right to
play Santa Claus with the money appro-
priated under section 513 (b) of Public
Law 118 in the 1st session of the 83d
Congress, which reads as follows:

(b) Special use of funds: Amend section
513 (b) (relating to special use of funds) to
read as follows:

“(b) Not more than $100,000,000 of the
funds made available under this act, of
which not more than $20 million may be
allocated to any one country, may be used
in any fiscal year by the President, to be
expended, without regard to the requirements
of this act, or any other act for which funds
are authorized by this act, in furtherance
of the purposes of such acts, when the
President determines that such use is impor-
tant to the security of the United States.
The President shall notify the Committee
on Foreign Relations of the Senate and the
Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House
of Representatives upon making any such
determination.”

While I am convinced that the use of
sueh funds in the financing of “Opera-
tion Reindeer” was a deliberate and will-
ful misappropriation and illegal and un-
authorized use of the money made avail-
able under section 513 (b), I shall not be
content for Members of Congress to ac-
cept my interpretation of the law. I
have, therefore, written a letter to Hon.
Lindsay C. Warren, the great Comptrol-
ler General, requesting him to investi-
gate the matter fully and to give me an
official opinion eoncerning the use of the
money which was used in the financing
of Operation Reindeer. Here is a copy
of my letter to Mr. Warren dated March
23, 1954. The letter contains a brief
statement of some of the pertinent facts
and circumstances.

MarcH 23, 1954.
Hon. Linpsay C. WARREN,
Comptroller General, General Account-
ing Office, Washington, D. C.
(Attention: Mr. Frank H. Weitzel.)

My Dear GENERAL WARREN : Since the prob-
lems of agriculture, including the disposal
of surplus agricultural commodities accu-
mulated in the inventories of the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation, are appropriate sub-
jects for the consideration of Members of
the House Committee on Agriculture, I am
prompted to write this letter to request an
investigation and an opinion as to the pro-
priety of certain Federal expenditures made
by the Foreign Operations Administration.

I have information to the effect that the
Foreign Operations Administration used in
excess of $15 million from the Mutual Se-
curity appropriation under the provisions of
section 513 (b) of the Mutual Security Ap-
propriations Act of 1954 for the purpose of
giving away 5 milllon Christmas presents to
individuals throughout the world. This
project of the Foreign Operations Adminis-
tration was either known as the Christmas
food package program, Operation Reindeer
or “Stassen’s Santa Claus program.” The
gift packages contained raisins, rice, prunes,
and “beef and gravy,” among other things.
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It seems that the Director of FOA, Mr. Har-
old Stassen introduced a “fresh approach to
the actual conduct of the various programs
and projects” of the Administration which he
directs, and decided to give Christmas gifts
to individuals in about 17 or more countries
throughout the world. While some of the
food was purchased from the Commodity
Credit Corporation I understand that most
of it was purchased in ordinary trade chan-
nels and in “consumer-size packages bearing
American packers’ brands™ and further that
“the program was designed to get some of our
plentiful supplies of food directly in the
hands of those who would most welcome it
and at a time when giving is traditional.”
These last two gquotations were taken from
a letter dated March 12, 1954, written to me
by Dr. D. A. FitzGerald, Deputy Director for
Operations. According to the report to Con-
gress on the Mutual Security Program for the
6 months ended December 31, 1953, which
was not released until March 8, 1954, the
“Operation Reindeer program or “Christmas
Present” program cost approximately $15.5
million. According to Dr. FitzGerald's letter
to me of March 12, 1954, “The total cost of
the program is currently estimated at not to
exceed $13.8 million,” but Dr. FitzGerald
indicated that final figures were not yet
available.

Frankly, I do not believe that you will find
anything in the legislative history of sec-
tion 513 (b) of the Mutual Security Appro-
priations Act of 1954 which would indicate
that Congress intended money thereby ap-
propriated or any part of it would be used
for the purpose of giving Christmas presents
to individuals, either at home or abroad.
The section, 513 (b), of Public Law 118, en-
titled “Special Use of Funds” clearly limits
the use of the 100 million made available
by that section. No reference whatever is
made to individuals and there is no indi-
cation that Congress intended that any part
of the money should be used for the purpose
of making gifts to individuals. There is a
limitation to the effect that “Not more than
$20 million may be allocated to any one
country.” The section also clearly indicates
that before any part of such funds may be
used the President is required to determine
*“that such use is important to the security
of the United States.” I cannot believe that
Congress intended that the money made
available by sectlon 513 (b) should be used
for the purpcose of making gifts to indi-
viduals selected either by the President, the
Director of FOA, or any other person, and it
occurs to me that the use of such funds for
such purposes is unwarranted and contrary
to the clear intent and meaning of the lan-
guage of the section, 513 (b).

You will note that section 513 (b) re-
quires the President, upon making a deter-
mination to use the funds, to notify the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of
the House of Representatives, but sald sec-
tlon does not indicate that the President’s
communication shall be either secret or clas-
gified. When I called upon the chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the
House to advise me of the contents of a
communication dated September 25, 19563,
concerning the program which I have re-
ferred to, I was advised that the communi-
cation had not been brought to his atten-
tion before the date of my inquiry, but that
upon examination he had found that the
letter was marked “Secret.” The communi-
cation likewise had not been brought to the
attention of the ranking Democrat on the
Committee on Foreign Affairs. The chair-
man of the House Committee on Foreign
Affairs appeared to be surprised when I ad-
vised him concerning the program and he
indicated a willingness to cooperate with me
in trying to arrange for the contents of the
communication to be made available. I un-
derstand that the chalrman of the Commit-
tee on Forelgn Affairs has now called upon

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the White House to lift the ban of secrecy
from the communication to the end that its
contents might be made available to other
Members of Congress.

Since the program Operation Reindeer, or
whatever name it is called, has been sur-
rounded by such secrecy I am constrained
to call upon you for a full and complete
investigation and for a determination as to
the use of the funds expended in connec-
tion with Mr. Stassen’s Santa Claus pro-
gram.

I am advised that the international or-
ganization CARE received from FOA the
equivalent of approximately 500,000 Christ-
mas packages, and that CARE paid to FOA
the equivalent of approximately $1 per
package. Certainly there is nothing in sec-
tion 513 (b) which would indicate that
even the President had a right to give any
part of the money or food purchased with
the money to any organization or indi-
vidual to be passed on to other individuals
in other countries. Information which I
have indicates that CARE packages were de-
livered as personal gifts to individuals from
John Jones, Main Street, U. 8. A. Certainly
I have no objection to CARE participating
in any charitable enterprise. In fact, I
understand that CARE offered to pay FOA
#1 a package for the 5 milllon packages, but
that Mr. Stassen and his associates decided
to permit CARE to participate in the dis-
tribution of only 500,000 of such packages
and that Mr. Stassen’s agency gave away the
other 4314 million packages.

I am advised further that after these pack-
ages had been delivered that four American
couples, not afliliated with the Federal Gov-
ernment, were selected to go to Europe to
observe the preparation of the plan for the
utilization of these gift packages, their ac-
tual distribution to families and to report
on the effectiveness of the project in terms
of accomplishing the objective. This is also
a quotation from Dr. FitzGerald's letter and
should be considered in connection with
the following: “That we would engender
friendlier feeling toward the United States
on the part of several million needy people
who received these Christmas packages.”
‘This is a clear Indication that the program
was prompted by the Christmas spirit or
the spirit of giving rather than by its im-
portance to the security of the United
States. Certainly by no stretch of the imag-
ination could you read into section 513 (b)
the right of the President or his Director of
Foreign Operations Administration to use
any part of the fund to pay the expenses
of four American couples to travel into dif-
ferent countries of the world for the pur-
poses mentioned. In addition to paying
traveling expenses of four American couples
I am advised that they were paid per diem.
With all of our missions abroad it certainly
would seem unnecessary to send four Amer-
ican couples to far-distant countries for the
purpose of making observations. Frankly, I
do not believe that any Member of Con-
gress intended that any part of this money
should be used as it has been used. I shall

‘be glad to make available to you all of the

information I have in my files concerning
this matter.
Thanking you for your usual prompt at-
;;antlon, and with kindest personal regards,
am
Cordlally yours,
HaroLp D. COOLEY,

Neither lawyer nor layman can read
Santa Claus into any part of section
513 (b), the law which I have cited.
This remarkable program, the Christ-
mas food-package program, “Operation
reindeer, or Stassen’s Santa Claus
story,” or whatever you want to call it,
was apparently shrouded in great
secrecy. Under the law the President
was required, upon making a determi-
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nation to use any part of the $100 mil-
lion of funds made available under sec-
tion 513 (b) of the act, to notify the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate and the Committee on Forzign
Affairs of the House of Representatives,
and the act placed certain very definite
limitations upon the use of such funds.
The law provided that ‘“not more than
$20 million may be allocated to any one
country.” I emphasize the word “coun-
try” since the word “country” is used
in the law and the word “individual” is
not used in the law. I do not recall that
in the legislative history of this appro-
priation anything was said or done which
would indicate that any part of the $100
million would be used by the President
or any other person for the purpose of
making donations or gifts or presents
of any kind to individuals anywhere
either at home or abroad. For what
purpose was this money made available?
The act itself clearly indicates that the
President could use the money only when
he had in good faith determined that
the use of the money, or any part of it,
was “important to the security of the
United States.” The President was not
authorized to use any part of the money
for the purpose of disposing of surplus
agricultural commodities, nor was he
authorized to use any part of the money
to brighten the lives of people at Christ-
mastime or to create a feeling of friend-
ship around the world.

With the law in mind let us take a
look at the record.

Here are some quotations from a letter
dated March 12, 1954, which I received
from Dr, D. A. FitzGerald, Deputy Direc-
tor for Operations, Foreign Operations
Administration. Dr. FitzGerald’s letter
was in response to inquiries which I had
made in a telephone conversation and
here is what Dr. FitzGerald said about
the program:

The program was designed to get some of
our plentiful supplies of food directly in
the hands of those who would most welcome

it and at a time when gift giving is tradi-
tional.

Is there anything connected with the
defense of the United States indicated
in that statement? Here is another
quote from Dr. FitzGerald’s letter:

It was Intended to demonstrate to the

‘people of all the free nations that the United

States was interested not only in the general
economic progress of the entire country but
in the well-being of the individual and his
family as well.

Is there anything about national de-
fense in that statement? Further quot-
ing from Dr. FitzGerald's letter:

‘We hoped, and in practice this turned out
to be a fact, that we would engender friend-
lier feeling toward the United States on the
part of several million needy people who
received these Christmas packages.

This is the spirit of friendship to be
sure but what do you find in all this
sentiment to warrant Mr. Stassen, or
for that matter the President, in con-
cluding and in determining that all this
gift giving was, to quote the law again,
“important to the security of the United
States.” Dr. FitzGerald's letter further
indicates that while “some of the cheese

“and all of the canned beef came directly
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from the Commodity Credit Corporation
stocks” other articles of food were pur-
chased in the open market and “in con-
sumer size packages bearing American
packers’ brands.” The packages con-
tained everything from shortening to
sugar and raisins and rice and honey and
beef and gravy. It was really a Santa
Claus package. I am certain that there
were hundreds of thousands of members
of families in America, in your district
and in mine and throughout the length
and breadth of our Nation, who would
have been glad to have received one of
Stassen’s Santa Claus stockings filled to
the brim with goodies.

According to Dr. FitzGerald, some of
this food “was used by United States
military personnel stationed in Europe
at Christmas parties, for orphanages and
other charitable groups.”

I am certain that every Member of
Congress holds in high esteem that great
international, worldwide charitable or-
ganization known as CARE. I am ad-
vised that officials of CARE offered to
take full responsibility for the delivery
of all of Mr. Stassen’s Christmas pres-

ents and actually offered to pay to FOA.

$5 million for the privilege of delivering
these gifts to the needy people of friendly
nations but Mr. Stassen was so anxious
to play Santa Claus himself he did not
agree for CARE to deliver the gifts al-
though CARE has a competent organi-
zation trained and skilled in the arts
of giving. Mr. Stassen did finally agree
to let CARE handle 500,000 packages and
for these 500,000 packages CARE “paid
FOA $1 per package for 500,000 pack-
ages.”
in turn paid CARE $0.985 per package,
“subject to final adjustment of a few
cents, if the audited costs of the pack-
aging material are found to be less than
the original estimate.” To the end that
you might have the full information
contained in Dr. FitzGerald’s letter, I
herewith submit the same for your con-
sideration:

FOREIGN OPERATIONS ADMINISTRATION,

Washington, D. C., March 12, 1954,
Hon. Harorp D. CooLEY,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. CoorEY: This is in reference to
our telphone conversation of March 9, 1954,
in regard to the Christmas food package pro-
gram and I promised to furnish you with
additional information which I did not have
at hand at the time of our conversation.

The program was designed to get some of
our plentiful supplies of food directly in the
hands of those who would most welcome it
and at time when gift giving is traditional,
In particular, it was intended to demonstrate
to the people of all the friendly nations that
the United States was interested not only in
the general economic progress of the entire
country but in the well-being of the individ-
ual and his family as well. We hoped, and in
practice this turned out to be a fact, that we
would engender friendlier feeling toward the
United States on the part of several million
needy people who received these Christmas
packages.

The food provided in this program included
evaporated milk, cheese, vegetable oil short-
ening, canned beef, dried beans, dried prunes,
raisins, rice, honey, and sugar. These foods,
mostly in consumer size packages bearing
American packers’ brands, were assembled
into family packages of about 13 pounds,
Because of limitations due to indigenous
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FOA paid the ocean freight and.
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production, dietary habits, and availability
from the United States on short notice, all
of the items were not included in every pack-
age. Some of the cheese and all of the
canned beef canre directly from the Com-
modity Credit Corporation stocks. The
shortening was purchased with the provision
that replacement cottonseed oil would be
purchased by the processor from Govern-
ment stocks.

The total cost of the program is currently
estimated at not to exceed $£13.8 million, but
we do not yet have a final accounting from
the Department of Agriculture which was
the procurement agency for the food con-
talned in the packages.

Three types of distribution were used in
handling the approximately 5 million food
packages:

1. Distribution by the Government of the
country in which the packages were distrib-
uted, either directly or through its voluntary
relief agencies. Under this scheme the food
was furnished free of cost at the port of
entry. Some of this food was used by United
States military personnel stationed in Europe
at Christmas parties for orphanages and
other charitable groups. All local distribu-
tion, packaging, and handling costs were car-
rled by the government of the recipient coun-
try or its voluntary relief agencies. About
4.4 million packages were handled this way.
. 2. Distribution by Hadassah and the Amer-
ican Middle East Relief. These two agencles
pald us 50 cents a package. In addition to
paying for the food in each package, we also
pald ocean freight. No other costs to FOA
were involved. They were absorbed either
by the agencies concerned or by their afli-
ates abroad. These two agencies handled
140,000 packages. v

3. CARE. This organizallon paid FOA $1
per package for 500,000 packages. However,
in addition to paying ocean freight, we also
pald CARE 9814 cents per package, subject
to final adjustment of a few cents, if the
audited costs of the packaging material are
found to be less than the original estimate.
This payment to CARE included cost of pack-
aging in the United States and at least a
portion of handling and distributing in the
country of destination. Thus the cost to the
United States for the CARE program was
about 481; cents per package more than the
cost through other voluntary relief agencies.
CARE had proposed that it handle the entire
program on the basis of paying the United
States Government 50 cents per package and
FOA paying CARE for its cost of packaging
and distribution. This would have meant
that if CARE had handled the entire &
million packages, the additional cost to the
United States Government would have been
about $21% million more than the costs in-
curred as the program was handled.

In order to assure identification of the
products as having come as a free gift of
the United States, paper bags with the
clasped hand emblem of FOA in color were
sent with all of the food shipments, except
the CARE packages which were in corrugated
paper shipping containers, marked both with
the clasped hand emblem and with the usual
CARE markings.

Four American couples, not affiliated with
the Federal Government, were selected to go
to Europe to observe the preparation of the
plan for the utilization of these gift pack-
ages, their actual distribution to families,
and to report on the effectiveness of the
project in terms of accomplishing the objec-
tive. Each couple was assigned to a country
but in some instances visited 1 or 2 other
countries. They were on these assignments
from 3 to 7 weeks, the time depending on
the scheduled food parcel distribution in the
country to which the couples were assigned.
They were paid per diem and travel expenses
only, They observed and reported on all
phases of the program, including the dis-
tribution by CARE.

3899

I believe this covers all the questions
which arose in our telephone conversation,
but if you need additional information I shall
endeavor to furnish it promptly upon receipt
of a further request.

Bincerely yours,
D. A. FrrzGERALD,
Deputy Director for Operations.

While it is perhaps to be regretted that
CARE was not permitted to handle the
entire 5 million gifts, the fact remains
that you cannot read into the law any
authority granted to the President, Mr.
Stassen, or to anyone else to use any part
of the $100 million to purchase articles,
commodities, or anything else of value
and to give such articles or commodities,
or anything of value, to any individual,
to any organization, or association; and
certainly there is no authority in the
law for such articles to be acquired and
resold, even at a dollar a package, to any
individual, organization, or association.
Yet, here is Dr. FitzGerald’s statement
that CARE paid to the Foreign Opera-
tions Administration $500,000 for 500,000
packages. It seems to me that if Santa
Claus Stassen had a right to permit
CARE to acquire and to distribute 500,000
packages, he had authority to have
permitted CARE to have acquired the en-
tire 5 million packages. It appears that
if CARE had been permitted to handle
the 5 million packages, CARE would have
paid the Foreign Operations Administra-
tion $5 million and this amount of money
could have been saved by the Foreign
Operations Administration for the tax-
payers of America, but apparently Mr,
Stassen refused to accept the proposition
submitted by CARE and preferred to let
CARE handle only 10 percent of all
“Santa Claus' cargo.” If Mr. Stassen
thought that CARE was capable of de-
livering the 500,000 packages, I wonder
why he was not willing to trust CARE to
deliver the other 4,500,000 gifts? The
only answer is that Mr. Stassen really
wanted to be Santa Claus.

I understand that some of these gifts
were sent around the world marked
“John Doe, Main Street, U. S. A.” If
individuals here in America wanted to
send packages to needy friends across the
sea, this could be done by paying only
$1 to the organization charged with
the responsibility of delivering packages
to selected and specified friends.

Mr. Chairman, I want to be charitable
to Mr. Stassen, but actually I cannot
bring myself to believe that he advised
the President fully concerning Opera-
tion Reindeer and I am thoroughly con-
vinced that the members of the Foreign
Affairs Committee of the House and the
Foreign Relations Committee of the Sen-
ate were not advised fully concerning
either his purpose or his program. When
I first called this matter to the attention
of the distinguished chairman of the
Foreign Affairs Committee of the House
and to the ranking Democratic member
of that great committee, neither of them
had any information or knowledge con-
cerning Operation Reindeer or the
Christmas food package program. I
want to compliment the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois, Congressman
RoserRT B. CHIPERFIELD, who immediate-
ly when the matter was called to his at-
tention, indicated that he was anxious
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to cooperate in every way in an effort
to obtain full information concerning
this project. Upon inquiry I was ad-
vised by a member of Mr, CHIPERFIELD'S
staff that a letter had been received from
the President on September 25, 1953,
pertaining to this particular expendi-
ture, but I was advised that the contents
of the letter could not be made avaliable
to me for the very good reason that it
was marked “Secret.” It is difficult for
me to understand why, if this were such
a worthy program, there should be any-
thing secret about it. Certainly the let-
ter should have been brought to the
attention of the chairman and of the
members of the Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee of the House and of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee of the Senate. Other-
wise there should be no purpose in re-
quiring the President to advise these two
committees. I have been assured that
Mr. CureerrIELD has called upon the
White House to lift the ban of secrecy at-
tached to the letter to the end that its
contents might be made available to me
and to other Members of Congress. I
hope that I shall be able to give you the
contents of the letter at an early date.
If Mr. Stassen had a right to give away
ten or fifteen million dollars of the $100
million provided by section 513 (b), by
the same authority he had a right to give
away the entire $100 million. If Con-
gress intended that this $100 million
should be given to the President to be
given away in the spirit of friendship at
Christmastime or to relieve hunger
abroad, then certainly members of the
appropriate committees should be able to
throw some light on the subject. If there
is anything in the legislative history or
in the act of Congress to which I have re-
ferred which authorizes the use of this
money in this fashion, I am certain that
our great Comptroller General, the
watchdog of our Treasury, will come up
with the facts. I am certain that Mr.
Warren's investigation will be entirely
impartial and in all respects thorough.
I am certain that Members of Congress
have great respect for his good judg-
ment, and if the Comptroller General
concludes that this was an authorized
use of Federal funds, I am certain that
we shall accept and abide by such judg-
ment as he shall render.

If, by the law, the President was au-
thorized to purchase and to give away
food, something will have to be read into
the law which I have not been able to
find. I hope you will read the law and
I ask you to try to find somewhere
couched in paragraph 513 (b) any right
or authority for the President or Mr.
Stassen to select 4 couples, husbands
and wives, and to send them on a trip
into 17 nations of the world to check on
the delivery of Christmas presents to
needy people. Here is an article from
the Washington Post dated December
12, 1953:

GOP CourLES Go To EUROPE AS INSPECTORS

The Foreign Operations Administration
has sent four husband-wife teams to Europe
to take a look at distribution of holiday gift
food packages being sent abroad by private
and governmental agencies.

They left without fanfare this week and
will be in Europe through the holiday sea-
gon, returning after New Year's day. The
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Government is paying transportation, per
diem expenses, and a $25-a-day consultant’s
fee for both husbands and wives.

The 8 persons, selected by FOA boss Harold
Btassen, include 1 member of the Republican
National Committee and others prominent
in the GOP.

They are: Mr. and Mrs. Oscar A. Ahlgren, of
Whiting, Ind., Mrs. Ahlgren is president of
the General Federation of Women’s Clubs.

Mr. and Mrs. Robert W. Gunderson, of
Rapid City, S. Dak. Mrs. Gunderson is GOP
national committeewoman.

Mr. and Mrs. C. Edward Howard, of Ex-
celsior, Minn. Mrs. Howard is a regent of
the University of Minnesota.

Mr. and Mrs. Newton P. Leonard, of Provi-
dence, R. I. Mrs, Leonard is president of
the National Congress of Parents and
Teachers.

Chief object of the teams will be, in
the words of an FOA spokesman, “to take a
temperature reading on how effective the
program is and to get the reaction of the
people who receive the packages.” They will
report to Stassen on returning.

About a half-million food parcels are being
sent by CARE on behalf of Americans who
put up $1 each to cover packing and ship-
ping costs. FOA is supplying the food, mostly
surplus butter, canned beef, and powdered
milk, Each package contains 11 pounds of
food.

They go to such organizations as orphan-
ages, hospitals, and other institutions. A
group of American private organization
workers already overseas checks on the dis-
tribution.

CARE did not ask for the husband-wife
teams, but is willing to have its program
checked by one and all.

And here is another article from the
Washington Post dated December 16,
1953, and another dated December 23,
1953:

JUNKETS DE LUxe

Forelgn Operations Administrator Stassen
1s no slouch as a promoter, and he has made
a convincing case for most of his program.
But his latest distribution of largesse, minor
though it is, raises some perplexing ques-
tions of public policy that call for an expla-
nation, Mr. Stassen has designated four
husband-wife teams to go to Europe at public
expense to check on the distribution of some
food parcels. There are hundreds of Ameri-
can officials already in Europe perfectly ca-
pable of making the check—if it needs to be
made, which is doubtful. CARE and the
other agencies involved have representatives
on the scene to make checks and supervise
the distribution. But Mr. Stassen seems to
be dispensing the Christmas spirit among
the 8 persons—1 of whom is & GOP national
committeeman—who will receive all trans-
portation expenses, $16 per diem each, and
$25 per day as a consultant’s fee. What
is not very clear, though, is how these jun-
kets fit into the economy program,

L v

OPERATION REINDEER

Of the many ways in which Americans ex-
press their regard for their fellow man at
Christmastime, one of the most appealing is
a new plan devised by CARE and the For-
eign Operations Administration. For the
mere sum of §1 anyone in the United States
may send a Christmas package to a needy
recipient to 12 European and 7 Latin Ameri-
can countries. The 500,000 special dollar
packages contain a really amazing assort-
ment of beef, sugar, shortening, milk,
prunes, beans, and rice—all foodstuffs pur-
chased by the Government for distribution
abroad, CARE itself supervises the distri-
bution in each of the countries—quite capa-
bly, we may add, without the need for the
Junketeering “inspectors” Mr. Stassen has
sent abroad.

March 25

It scarcely needs to be added that this
dollar plan does not supplant the other ex-
tensive voluntary giving carried out through
CARE all over the world. The more than
$150 million worth of food, clothing, and
equipment distributed in this fashion dur-
ing the past 714 years has not only been an
outlet for American humanitarianism, it
also has been an important unofficial ad-
junct of foreign policy. The knowledge that
fortunate Americans did and do care about
the needy elsewhere (as well as at home) has
been one of the things that have helped to
keep the free world free. It is not too late
to join in Operation Reindeer. Contribu-
tions may be made to the Washington CARE
office, 1346 Connecticut Avenue NW., phone
Columbia 5-9320.

Mr. RABAUT. Mr., Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. RABAUT. Has this anything to
do with cleaning up the Washington
mess?

Mr. COOLEY. This is a little mess
all its own. Frankly, I cannot believe
that the Republican leadership in either
House of Congress would countenance
this misuse of Federal funds or would
approve of Stassen becoming Santa
Claus at the expense of American tax-
payers. Stassen was a little ingenious,
however, in naming the program Op-
eration Reindeer. Now, that is just
plumb cute and Christmaslike. Stassen
could have more appropriately named
the project Operation Santa Claus, by
Harold Stassen. Certainly Republicans
in Congress will condemn this personal
giveaway program and I believe that the
chairmen of appropriate committees
should call upon Mr,. Stassen for a full
and frank discussion and insist upon a
full disclosure of all the pertinent facts.
It really would be interesting to read
the opinion of Mr. Stassen’s lawyer or
legal adviser authorizing or justifying
such use of these particular funds.

By another section of the same law,
section 550, we authorized the use of not
less than $100 million and not more than
$250 million to be used directly or in-
directly, to finance the purchase of sur-
plus agricultural commodities or prod-
ucts thereof, produced in the United
States. The pertinent parts of section
550 read as follows:

USE OF SURPLUS AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES

Sec. 550. (a) Not less than $100 million
and not more than $250 million of the funds
authorized to be appropriated under this
act, shall be used, directly or indirectly, to
finance the purchase of surplus agricultural
commodities, or products thereof, produced
in the United States.

(b) The President is authorized to enter
into agreements with friendly countries for
the sale and export of such surplus agri-
cultural commodities under conditions ne-
gotiated by him with such countries and to
accept in payment therefor local currency
for the account of the United States. In
negotiating agreements for the sale of such
commodities, the President shall—

(1) take special precaution to safeguard
against the substitution or displacement of
usual marketings of the United States or
friendly countries, and to assure to the maxi-
mum extent practicable that sales prices of
such commodities are consistent with maxi-
mum world market prices of like commodi-
ties of similar quality, and to obtain the
recommendations of the Secretary of Agri-
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culture in carrying out the provisions of this
subsection;

(2) use private trade channels to the
maximum extent practicable;

(3) glve appropriate emphasis to under-
developed and new market areas;

(4) obtain assurance that the purchasing
countries will not resell or transship to other
countries or use for other than domestic
consumption commodities purchased under
this program without specific approval by
the President.

Five hundred and fifty is the food sec-
tion and there is nothing in 513 (b) to
indicate that we intended any of the
funds from 513 (b) to buy Christmas
presents.

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, if there is
nothing wrong or unusual about this
program, can you imagine why President
Eisenhower should have made his com-
munication to the committees of Con-
gress either “classified” or “secret”?
Since when did it become necessary to
shroud our generosity in secrecy? What
could possibly be secret in the President’s
communication? I venture to say that
the communication was prepared by
none other than Mr. Harold Stassen
himself, If the communication con-
cerned some secret of national defense,
why we would not even make inquiry
about it. If Mr. Stassen is the person
responsible for marking the communi-
cation “Critical material” or “Classified
material” or “Secret,” then I want to say
to the everlasting glory of the chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs that
all Members of Congress will appreciate
his lifting the ban of secrecy from this
important communication to the end
that all of us and those we represent
might know the facts involved.

Mr., SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin,

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I want to
commend the gentleman for bringing
this matter to the attention of the House.
If what he says is true, Harold Stassen
should be removed from his position.

Mr. COOLEY. Here is another inter-
esting article from the Minneapolis Star
of December 2, 1953:

[From the Minneapolis (Minn.) Star of

December 2, 19563]

GOP WoMEeEN LEADERS AND MaTES GET TRIPS
Asroap—TEAMS To CHECK oN OPERATION OF
CurisTMas Foop GIFTs

(By Wilbur Elston)

WasmingToN.—The Foreign Operations
Administration (FOA) is giving away 4 mil-
lion Christmas food packages in 20 foreign
countries. To check on the operation of the
program, the agency, headed by Harold Stas-
sen, is sending five husband and wife teams
on month-long inspection trips to various
parts of the world.

Three of the women assigned to such
teams have been top Republican leaders in
their home States. The other two are the
national presidents of the General Federa-
tion of Women's Clubs and the National Par-
ent-Teachers Association.

One of the couples is Mr. and Mrs. C. Ed-
ward Howard, Excelsior, Minn. Mrs. Howard
is a regent of the University of Minnesota and
a former Minnesota State Republican chair-
‘woman.,

Another is Mr. and Mrs. Robert W. Gunder=-
son, Rapid City, S. Dak. Mrs. Gunderson is
Republican national committeewoman for
South Dakota.
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Other teams:

Mr. and Mrs. W. Vance Hickman, Winston-
Salem, N. C. (Mrs. Hickman is acting chair=
man of the Republican State committee.)

Mr. and Mrs. Oscar Ahlgren, Whiting, Ind.
(Mrs. Ahlgren is president of the General
Federation of Women's Clubs.)

Mr. and Mrs. Newton P. Leonard, Provi-
dence, R. I. (Mrs. Leonard is president of the
National Parent-Teachers Association.)

An FOA spokesman sald the new program
was proposed because of the success of the
recent distribution of American surplus food
to Germans on both sides of the Iron Curtain.

About 312 million packages will be given
to the governments of 5 Western European
countries on a government-to-government
basis, and the receiving countries will han-
dle distribution to their people. Cooperat-
ing countries will be Germany, Italy, Spain,
France, and Greece.

Another 600,000 parcels will be given to
private relief agencies in this country, which
will distribute the food in France, Norway,
Iceland, Yugoslavia, United EKingdom, Peru,
Chile, Bolivia, Ecuador, Haiti, Brazil, Panama,
and several other countries.

Under both programs, the plan is to dis-
tribute about 12 pounds of food in a brown
paper bag stenclled with the American flag
and the FOA’s clasped-hands seal. Con-
tributors to the private agencies also will
have their own names stenciled on the bags.

The sacks will contailn different items in
different countries, but the food will include
dried prunes, raisins, shortening, rice, dry
beans, sugar, canned beef, evaporated milk,
and cheese.

The food to be distributed is being sup-

plied from surplus Government stocks with
FOA reimbursing the Department of Agri-
culture for the $12,500,000 worth of food
used.
The job of the teams will be to see how the
food is distributed, to check on whether it is
reaching the people who need it, to make sure
there 1s no waste and to report on the peo-
ple’s reaction and the possible benefits to the
United States, the FOA spokesman sald.

The five inspection teams will come to
Washington Monday for a briefing and then
will be sent abroad at Government expense
for about a month.

(Mr. and Mrs. Howard will leave Thursday
on the first leg of the trip to Europe.

(Mrs. Howard sald she and her husband
will visit Western Europe, but she does not
yet know the specific assignment. Among
places mentioned, she said, have been Madrid,
Spain; Parls; Rome; Frankfort, Germany,
and Vienna, Austria.

(Mrs. Howard was an active campalgner in
the GOP presidential nomination bids of
Stassen. She made the speech nominating
Stassen in Chieago in 1952.)

I am advised that the members of these
teams were furnished transportation and
were paid $16 each per diem and $25
each consulting fee.

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I am taking this time,
if I may have the attention of the gen-
tleman from Illinois, chairman of the
Subcommittee on Health, Education, and
Welfare, to ask him a question in respect
of the reasons for the reduction in the
grants to States for unemployment com-
pensation and employment service ad-
ministration. The people in Michigan
who are affected by this program, both
those representing employee groups and
employer groups, are very much con-
cerned about the action taken by the
subcommittee.

I have a telegram that was sent to my
colleague, Mr. DonpEro. I think all
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Members from the State of Michigan re-
ceived the same wire. It is from the
Michigan Employers Unemployment
Compensation Commission, and says:

‘We urge favorable House action on Bureau
of Employment Security, Department of La-
bor supplemental budget request of $1414
million. This full amount rather than 8714
million recommended by the House Appro-
priations Committee is necessary if Michigan
is to have the proportionate share essential
to proper administration.

I assume that other States are in the
same fix.

I should like to yield to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Buseey] to ask him
what justification the committee has for
failing to allow the additional amount.

Mr. BUSBEY. In the first place, I
wish to advise the gentleman from Mich-
igan that we have not reached that point
in the bill. When we do, I have been
informed that the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. McCorMack]l in-
tends to offer an amendment to restore
some of the funds.

In direct answer to the gentleman’s
question, I will say that the Unemploy-
ment Compensation Bureau has been
provided in this bill with a fund which
is far greater than any amount they have
ever had in any year in the history
of the United States, including 1950,
when unemployment was much greater
than it is at the present time.

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Accord-
ing to the committee report, the commit-
tee disallows funds requested for State
salary increases. In Michigan, for ex-
ample, the legislature had provided for
salary increases for employees who carry
on this program, and unless additional
funds are provided they will have to get
along without these employees or compel
them to work for lesser pay in spite of
the salary increase.

As I understand it, this money does
not come from general tax funds. It
comes from contributions made to a
specific fund by the employers them-
selves. So that when we get a request
from groups, such as the one I referred
to whose wire I read, we are getting re-
quests from people who represent the
people who are paying this money into
the Treasury.

Mr. BUSBEY. The gentleman is cor-
rect when he says that they put the
money into the Treasury. But when he
says the money does not come out of the
general funds, the gentleman is not cor-
rect, because the money does come out
of the general funds.

Some time ago, during the general de-
bate, in answer to a question, I stated
that many of the agencies and depart-
ments of the Government have not only
been requested to absorb salary in-
creases, but are doing so. In many
cases, they are absorbing the penalty-
mail costs, as well as other costs. When
an amendment is offered, and when we
reach that point in the bill, I think I
shall be able to point out to the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. BENNETT], a8
well as to others, many places where they
could effect savings which would offset
the little that has not been allowed by
the committee.
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Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. I am
sure they will be glad to have that infor-
mation because, in spite of the fact that
they are responsible and are charged
with the administration of the program,
in Michigan they apparently do not agree
with the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Buseey]. If an amendment such as has
been referred to is not offered by anyone
else, I propose to offer an amendment
to insert the additional amount neces-
sary, because I think it is justified.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE
Salaries and ezpenses

For an additional amount for “salaries and

expenses,”’ $3,600,000.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to get a
little information relative to the opera-
tion of the Internal Revenue Service. I
have talked to one or two members of the
committee, and they have told me that
they got no impression from the repre-
sentatives of that Service who appeared
that there was any intention to reduce
the Service. However, I do know that
in Missouri they have closed at least one
office in the eastern district. I have re-
ceived word that they have notified the
people who are employed in one of the
out-State offices in my home town of
Kennett, Mo., that that office is to be
closed within the next 6 months. I do
know that if that office is closed they
are going to be compelled to spend more
money for operation in the way of mile-
age and other expenses, not to mention
the fact that they are going to work an
injustice on employees of the Service
who do have their homes in that com-
munity and who presumably would be
offered the opportunity to transfer to
some other office.

I am also concerned about this be-
cause of the fact—and I am not charging
that any politics is involved—that it is
apparent that with three offices in the
10th District of Missouri, two of those
offices are located in counties which
normally go Republican, and the office
about which I am speaking is in a county
in the center of a predominantly Demo-
cratic area and serves four counties
which are normally  and consistently
Democratic. It looks as if someone
might be interested in bringing about
a hardship on those employees in that
office, causing them to want to leave the
Service.

I have information here showing that
during the year 1952 the 4 men who
are employed in that office, which, by
the way, is located in the post office
building and therefore has not occa-
sioned any great amount of expense,
handled some 3,895 cases and collected a
total of some $203,137.

I also am a little concerned about the
fact that upon hearing the rumor that
this office at Kennett was to be closed,
I contacted the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice and talked to Mr. Winkle, who is in
charge of field offices, relative to the
rumor about closing this office. He told
me at that time, and that was in the
early part of January, that a survey was
being made of all offices merely as a
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matter of routine, and promised to give
special attention to the condition that
I explained existed there at Kennett,
where 4 men were employed taking
care of 4 of the most heavily populated
rural counties of the State, with a total
population of approximately 164,000. He
said he would contact me before any
action was taken even if a recommenda-
tion should be made to close that office
at Kennett. He did not contact me,
although an official has gone down and
told the employees at that office that
they were to make arrangements to get
ready to be moved.

May I ask someone on the Appropria-
tions Committee if it was represented
to them that some of these offices were
to be closed at the time they asked for
these additional funds? Can the chair-
man give me that information?

Mr. GARY. I will be very glad to
answer any question the gentleman has.
The amount contained in this bill for
the Internal Revenue Service covers only
the cost of mail which has been trans-
ferred from the Post Office to the In-
ternal Revenue Service. The gentle-
man will recall that heretofore the cost
of handling Government mail has been
paid by the Post Office and eharged to
the Post Office account. Last year the
Congress passed an act providing that
each department should pay for its own
mail. The estimated cost of mail for
the Internal Revenue Service for the
balance of this fiscal year, according to
my recollection, was over $4 million. The
Department decided they could not ab-
sorb the entire cost. They will absorb
a part of it, but they asked for $3,-
600,000 to cover the balance of the mail
cost. That is the item that is included
in this bill.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. In the re-
port, it mentions about salaries and ex-
penses while it says restricted to post-
age, still you discuss that the program
contemplates a steady increase in the
number of enforcement personnel during
the current year.

Mr. GARY. That was developed dur-
ing the hearings on the annual appro-
priation bill for the fiscal year 1955,
which has already been passed by the
House.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. That is in-
ciutded in the report on this bill, is it
not?

Mr. GARY. No; it may be included
in the report, but it has nothing to do
with the item we are talking about now.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. It isincluded
in the report, and I wonder if the com-
mittee ascertained whether or not there
was being adopted a policy of closing up
these offices?

Mr. GARY. What I have been trying
to say to the gentleman is that they
made a report on that to the committee
during the hearings on the regular an-
nual appropriation bill. They reported
at that time that they were reducing the
number of districts which had been set
up when the reorganization plan was
adopted. My recollection is that they
put in 17 regional offices. They reported
to us that they had found out that they
did not need that many offices, and that
they were reducing the number of offices
to 9, thereby saving $2 million in operat=
ing costs which would be applied to in=
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creasing their field force so that they
could investigate more income returns
and thereby bring in more revenue.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I think they
put one over on your committee then
because I think it is apparent they are
doing the same thing the Department of
Agriculture did when they put their re-
organization plan over on us and told us
it was for economy and it was for effi-
ciency, and it turned out to be nothing
but pure politics from the bottom to the
top. I regret to say this service is ap-
parently trying to do the same.

Mr. GARY. I will say to the gentle-
man they certainly did not put one over
on our committee because our committee
has nothing to do with the reorganiza-
tion of the Department.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. You appro-
priate money for them to operate and
you give them the opportunity to do that.

Mr. GARY. The Congress gave the
Treasury Department the authority to
reorganize the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice in an act passed several years ago.
They merely reported to us the results
of their activity in that respect.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I still insist
and I challenge anyone, even including
experts in the Internal Revenue Service,
to show that any economy will be ef-
fected through closing the Kennett major
zone office which during the time that
it has been in operation has had one of
the best records of any office in the
State of Missouri. Unfortunately the
record during the past few months may
not show a true reflection of the effi-
ciency of the four field officers due to the
fact that one of these men was away
from the office for several months due
to ill health which resulted in his death
only a few days ago. I wish to point out
that during the year 1952 which might
be a typical year and one in which all
four of the field men were on the job
most of the time, except for a period of
5 months when one man was taken from
this office and assigned to the racket
squad working out of St. Louis on a tem-
porary assignment. If this XKennett
office is closed and the four counties
which have been serviced by the four
field men working out of this central
office are transferred to one of the other
two offices in southeast Missouri, it will
necessitate more expense in the way of
travel and per diem and furthermore it
should be apparent that the service to the
people of that district will be curtailed
and in all probability the collections re-
duced, not to mention the fact that the
Internal Revenue Service may lose the
services of some of these capable expe-
rienced employees who might not elect
to accept the opportunity of transferring
to some other office.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri has expired.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

CHAPTER V
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
BUREAU OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY
Grants to States for unemployment com=
pensation and employment service admin-
istration

For an additional amount for “Grants to
States for unemployment compensation and
employment service administration,” $7,651,-
100, which shall be available only to the ex-
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tent that the Secretary finds necessary to
meet increased costs of administration re-
sulting from changes in a State law or in-
creases in the numbers of claims filed and
¢laims paid over those upon which the State’s
basic grant (or the allocation for the District
of Columbia) was based, which increased
costs of administration cannot be provided
for by normal budgetary adjustments.

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BENNETT of

Michigan: On page 10, line 8, strike out
*$7,56561,100" and insert “$14,500,000.”

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, all this amendment does is to
restore the request of the budget, mak-
ing the total authorization $14,500,000
instead of $7,551,100. I think it is im-
portant that this additional money be
granted for the administration of this
program. Our people in Michigan are
very conservative in their requests in
this regard, and they are deeply con-
cerned about the effect the proposed cut
by the Committee on Appropriations will
have on the administration of the pro-
gram in Michigan. I am sure the situ-
ation in Michigan on this is not unique
and that other States undoubtedly have
the same problems. I cannot see any
justification for disallowing funds that
have been requested for State salary in-
creases of these employees after the
commitment has been made, and I can-
not see any justification for requiring
that claims be made on the basis of every
2 weeks instead of on a weekly basis, as
is the policy in Michigan, at least, where
critical unemployment dictates need for
claimants being paid on a weekly basis.
I will ask for permission in the House to
insert some telegrams that I have re-
ceived.

I hope, Mr. Chairman and members
of the Committee, that you will support
the adoption of this amendment.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I can assure my col-
leagues that I will not consume the 5
minutes to which I am entitled under this
pro forma motion.

I am interested in the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Michigan
to this extent—I do not know whether
my State of West Virginia is involved
in the question of any salary increases,
but it is involved in the question of in-
creased workload. I am sure my col-
leagues here in the House have no con-
ception of the situation that has de-
veloped in my State. Largely due to the
administration of the reciprocal trade-
agreements program by the present
Tariff Commission, four West Virginia
major industries are practically devas-
tated.

Let me inform my colleagues that we
have in 26 of the 55 counties in West
Virginia 106,200 persons on relief. You
must realize that that means a doubling
and tripling of the workload on the un=-
employment compensation board.

I am interested in whether there is
enough money to process those cases,
and I am more vitally interested, Mr.
Chairman, in what the condition of that
fund is that is available for the unem-
ployed people in West Virginia, I was

Mr.
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advised by one of the members of the
committee that there is legislation be-
ing considered to provide for a loan by
the Federal Government to States where
their unemployment-compensation funds
have become exhausted. West Virginia
is right on the point of having to face
that situation because we cannot con-
tinue to carry the load. And, speaking
of unemployment, the State of West Vir-
ginia convened a special session of the
legislature and made an additional mil-
lion dollars of relief funds available.
We do not have another meeting of the
legislature until January next.

We have a serious situation in our
State. I am interested in whether there
is going to be any money to even pay the
limited number of weeks that are due
those people. It is a serious situation.
I would like to know that there is enough
money there to pay for whatever addi-
tional help is needed, whether we need
what the gentleman from Michigan is
asking for or not, and I certainly want
the committee to approach this on the
basis of need, not on the basis of what
they think they need. And what facts
did you have when you put this supple-
mental item in there?

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
Mr. BAILEY.

from Illinois.

Mr. BUSBEY. I may say to the
gentleman that we are just as concerned
over the situation as are he and the
gentleman from Michigan. The sub-
committee at this time is getting ready
to hear witnesses on this very same thing
to take into consideration in connection
with the fiscal 1955 appropriation bill
which will be coming to the floor of the
House in the near future.

Mr. BAILEY. They will have starved
to death over in West Virginia before you
get around to that. Will this item that
you are restoring here now prevent their
reducing the force in a State like West
Virginia where they ought to add to the
force to handle the increased load? It
does cut down their personnel.

Mr. BUSBEY. We did not go into
what would happen in each individual
State. We do think that this amount of
money will take care of the situation very
nicely for the Nation as a whole.

Mr. BAILEY. Let me remind the
gentleman from Illinois that you are
allocating it to States; not only the 3
percent but the whole fund is allocated to
the States.

Mr. BUSBEY. That is not the com-
mittee’s responsibility. The Department
of Labor allocates to the States.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BAILEY. Iyield tothe gentleman
from New Mexico.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. I want to say to
the gentleman for whatever comfort it
may be to him that we have been told
on high authority that this unemploy-
ment situation will take a turn for the
better during the month of April.

Mr. BAILEY. I thank the gentleman
from New Mexico.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the pending amend-
ment.

It may be that the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Michigan is not

Iyield to the gentleman
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necessary. The amount is not $7 mil-
lion; it is $6,948,900.

There are two things in connection
with this that induces me to take the
floor at this time. First, I am informed
that the Michigan Civil Service Com-=-
mission has issued an order for an in-
crease in salaries of the State employees.
These people working for this particular
compensation bureau are State em-
ployees.

The second thing that challenges my
attention is the fact that this request
comes from the Employers Unemploy=
ment Compensation Bureau themselves,
the people who pay the money into this
fund. If this were not justified in the
State from which I come it would seem
to me that those who pay the money
into the fund would not be the ones re-
questing this increase. For that rea-
son I am influenced to support the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. BENNETT]. If the
amount is too much and not required,
certainly it will not be paid out until
needed.

I hope, therefore, that the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BENNETT] will have the
support of the committee.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield? t

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. We have had the same
complaints from our commissioner of
labor in New York, who has said that
the amount is inadequate to do the job
of handling unemployment insurance
claims., It seems to me that whether or
not this threat of recession is serious,
we certainly want to keep this unem-
ployment insurance sound. I shall
therefore support the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. Chairman, I include the following
telegram:

DerrorT MICcH., March 22, 1954.
Representative GEorGe A. DONDERO,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.:

We urge favorable House action on Bureau
of Employment Security, Department of La-
bor, supplemental budget request of $141%
million. This full amount rather than the
$7%% million recommended by the House Ap-
propriations Committee is necessary if Mich-
igan is to have the proportionate share es-
sential to proper administration.

MicHIGAN EMPLOYERS' UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION BUREAU,
CoLin L. SmITH, Manager.

Mr. KNOX, Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. KNOX. I would like also to state
that this additional money would go
toward the retirement fund of those em-
ployees who are now working for the un-
employment-compensation commissions
of all the States. I notice by the report
that that is eliminated from the provi-
sion which money could be achieved for.
As to the question relative to the Civil
Service Commission, the gentleman is
absolutely correct. The Civil Service
Commission sets all of the pay scales in
Michigan and the number of employees
that the agencies shall employ, so, there-
fore, I think the gentleman is justified,
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and I think I will be justified, in support-
ing the amendment offered by the gentle-
‘man from Michigan [Mr. BENNETT].

Mr. DONDERO. The gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Knox] is well qualified to
speak on this matter. He was former
speaker of the House of Representatives
of the State of Michigan.

Mr. RABAUT. Mr.Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDERO. Iyield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. RABAUT. I want to state to my
friend from Michigan that I have the
same telegrams that our colleague from
Michizgan who offered the amendment
has and they are very convincing. More
than that, let me refer to page 33 of the
hearings, to the testimony of Mr. Bern-
stein, who is the commissioner of unem-
ployment compensation of that State and
regional vice president of the Interstate
Conference of Unemployment Security
Agencies, as well as a member of its
grants committee. He made a very
strong argument on page 33 of the hear-
ings for money for those purposes so
necessary with the growth of unemploy-
ment, which I want to admit today has
receded a little bit, but for the first time,
and it is still far above the figures that
we talked about some time ago.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. BUSBEY. In answer to the gen-
tleman from Michigan, my good friend
[Mr. Raeaurtl, it is customary for the
heads of practically all agencies spend-
ing Federal funds to come in and make
a plea for additional money. There is
nothing different in that pattern than
what has always been customary in Gov-
ernment.

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, listen to
this language: “We are subject to con-
stant eriticism throughout the country
by employer groups” not workers but
employer groups “because of the fact
that we are not screening our claims
adequately.”

Mr. BUSBEY. In reply, I would say
that the chairman of the subcommittee
handling this appropriation has not re-
ceived one single wire nor one single let-
ter from any employer group, including
my own State of Illinois,

Mr. RABAUT. Well, I have got them.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment offered by my colleague the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BEN-
NETT] deserves the support of every
Member of this House.

I call your attention to the language
of the committee report on page 18 ex-
-pressing the feeling that there was not
“sufficient showing of an emergency sit-
uation to reverse the basis on which the
-regular 1954 bill was enacted less than
1 year ago.”

The basis referred to is a biweekly
method of taking claims for unemploy-
ment compensation. This imposes an
artificial waiting period on suddenly
laid-off workers who are in urgent need
of unemployment compensation, the
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only cushion they have against eco-
nomic recession. The funds requested
in this bill would have allowed State em-
ployment security agencies to take
claims on a weekly basis and avoid this
waiting period.

In the face of unemployment figures
which are mounting in every corner of
the country the committee has found an
insufficient showing of an emergency. I
call to your attention some figures which
reached my desk this morning from the
Michigan Employment Security Com-
mission: 214,000 jobless people through-
out the whole of Michigan, and 140,000
of them in Detroit is an emergency in
any man’s language. Why even the
present administration, which is trying
to play down the seriousness of our pres-
ent economic situation has declared De-
troit to be a labor-surplus area entitling
the city to emergency consideration with
respect to Government contracts.
Which end of Pennsylvania Avenue are
we to believe? The answer is clear. Let
us not “kid” ourselves. Millions of un-
employed workers all over America need
the assistance that a proper appropria-
tion in this bill can give them.

This is not entirely a prolabor situa-
tion. As was pointed out effectively in
the hearings before the committee, in-
dustry objects to the biweekly basis be-
cause under it workers are not screened
often enough against available job op-
portunities. We can expedita the screen-
ing process by making available the
proper funds, thus helping to find jobs
quickly for those taking unemployment
compensation and reducing the number
of claims.

On this specific point, T received a
telegram yesterday from the employer
Members of the Michigzan Employment
Security Advisory Council, which I would
like to quote briefly at this point:

‘We feel that the long-established weekly
basis for claims taking is essential in the
interest of pmmpt payment of claims and
as a protection against abuses. Employers
provide the funds from which these appro-
priations are being made and we favor ade-

quate provision for proper administration by
the States.

The Honorable G. Mennen Williams,
Governor of Michigan, also wired me on
this measure, advising that—

Critical unemployment in Michigan dic-
tates need for claimants being paid on
weekly basis.

The amendment is sound and meri-
torious. It deserves the approval of the
House,

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, T move to strike out the last word.

Mr, TABER. Mr. Chairman, I wonder
if we could not have an agreement as to
time on this debate. I ask unanimous
consent that all debate on this amend-
ment and all amendments thereto close
in 10 minutes, the last 5 minutes to be
reserved for the committee,

Mr. CANNON. That is satisfactory
on this side, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I think that the committee should

March 25

fully understand that the money we are
talking about is money that has already
been contributed by the employers to
this particular fund. I notice that they
have paid into the Treasury three-tenths
of 1 percent for what they call the Fed-
eral unemployment tax. The contribu-
tion made to the fund, I am informed,
amounts to $280 million for this present
fiscal year. The Congress for this fiscal
year has appropriated only $192.2 mil-
lion, so there is, as the gentleman from
Rhode Island [Mr. FocarTY] pointed out
earlier in the day, a surplus of some
$60 million or more in the fund at this
time additional to the amount which
the gentleman from Michigan is now
requesting under his amendment that
the original budget estimate be restored
so that unemployed workers will receive
prompt payments of the amounts due
them.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. NICHOLSON. There is over $600
million in that fund that they have col-
lected from the employer.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I am talk-
ing about the amounts appropriated for
the present fiscal year and the amounts
that have been contributed. I do not
know what the accumulation is, but I
assume the gentleman is‘correct.

This matter is causing a great deal of
trouble in Wisconsin, as it is in Michi-
gan, where unemployment exists and
where it may possibly increase, but we
hope it will not. In a letter from the
chairman of the Wisconsin Industrial
Commission, written just a short time
ago, he says:

In Wisconsin we had to lay off 90 from our
permanent employment service staff, there-
by cutting the staff about 23 percent. That
has of course meant poorer and slower place-
ment service to employers and to jobless
workers. And slower placement work means

lost production as well as higher benefit
costs.

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Idaho.

Mr. BUDGE. Is it the contention of
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Smita] that the lay-offs have occurred
by reason of the decrease during this
fiscal year in the amounft appropriated
to the Bureau of Employment Security?

Mr, SMITH of Wisconsin. I am not
sure that I understand the gentleman’s
question, but it is my understanding that
the Appropriations Committee cut re-
quested amount $20 million, when the
original appropriation was considered.

Mr. BUDGE. The figure for this fis-
cal year is the highest it has ever been
in history and is about $2'45 million
higher than it was in 1953, if the amount
approved here by the committee is
adopted.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Appar-
ently there was a protest at the time the
committee acted on this original appro-
priation as I have said. Now our State
people are coming back and saying that
“This justifies our protest on your ac-
tion earlier in the year.,” It does not

Chairman,
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make sense to me to cut $21 million when
there is a great need for most of it and
when it has already been paid into the
Treasury of the United States.

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr., MEADER. I would like to say
that I join with the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. SmiTH] in support of the
amendment offered by my colleague, Mr.
BenNneETT of Michigan. My own district
has one area which has been declared a
disaster area and entitled to special
consideration. In other areas in my
district there has been unemployment
caused by the cancellation of a huge
aircraft contract. This matter of un-
employment compensation is one of the
matters of keen interest on the part of
the Legislature of the State of Michi-
gan at this time, and in my judgment
it is no time to cut down the funds for
the administration of these unemploy-
ment relief benefits.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I agree
with the gentleman. No cut should be
made in the appropriation when a crit-
ical situation exists and when the money
is or should be available.

I want to conclude by reading from a
telegram that I received this morning
from the director of the Wisconsin In-
dustrial Commission who has jurisdic-
tion of the unemployment compensation
funds and its administration, Mr, Vogta
Wrabity.

President Elsenhower requested $1415 mil-
lion to permit decent State administration
of jobless benefits. The Appropriations
Committee recommended only $7% million
for higher workloads. It provides nothing
for better handling or prompt weekly pay-
ments of jobléss benefits.

It is bad enough to be out of work and
I know what that means. Certainly the
least we can do is to make certain that
these compensation checks and the ad-
ministration of the funds are taken care
of fully and expeditiously, for the best
interest of our unemployed workers.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment
should pass and I support it whole-
heartedly.

Mr. LANHAM. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. LANHAM. I agree with the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. I am in favor
of this amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Thank
you.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the ReEcorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Maine?

There was no objection.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BENNETT]. This amendment would in-
crease the appropriation in this supple-
mental bill for unemployment compen-
sation administration by $7 million
roughly. Such an increase would allow
the taking of claims on a weekly basis
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rather than on a biweekly basis as is
now done.

The chairman of the Maine Employ-
ment Security Commission has reported
to me that curtailment of funds in this
field has resulted in delayed payments
to claimants. The greatest factor in
delay is the instructions the commis-
sion is under to take claims on a biweekly
basis. Through the sound and excellent
administration that the Maine commis-
sion has always shown, they hope to put
claim-taking back on a weekly basis in
a month or more. This amendment will
insure that this is possible.

Administration of unemployment
compensation is a poor place to prac-
tice questionable economies. Funds
earmarked for that purpose have been
paid in by employers. A large surplus
now exists.

That man or woman who is unfortu-
nate enough to be thrown out of a job
is entitled to and needs prompt and
accurate servicing and payment of his
claim on a weekly basis. We should,
without hesitation, provide enough funds
to make certain that that can and will
be done.

I am pleased indeed that the commit-
tee has indicated in its report and the
chairman of the subcommittee has stated
on the floor that this same matter will
be carefully considered in the budget
for 1955. All of us who are deeply con-
cerned about the prompt, weekly pay-
ment of claims will watch the appro-
priation for that purpose carefully.

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks at this point in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman,Iam in
favor of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BEN-
werT], and in justification of my posi-
tion I am introducing into the Recorp
with my own remarks, a letter which I
received some weeks ago from the Hon-
orable Ben T. Huiet, commissioner of
labor of Georgia, under whose jurisdic-
tion the unemployment-compensation
program and the employment service are
operated.

I regret to know that there is as much
unemployment in my State as this letter
indicates and feel sure that the amount
sought to be added to the appropriation
bill by the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. BENNETT], is, if anything, too small,

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
EMPLOYMENT SECURITY AGENCY,
Atlanta, Ga., March 2, 1954,
Hon. HENDERSON LANHAM,
Member of Congress, New House Office
Building, Washington, D. C.

Dear CoONGRESSMAN: There has been pre-
sented to the House Subcommittee on Labor
a request of $14,500,000 for supplemental
grants to States for unemployment insurance
and employment service administration for
the remainder of this fiscal year. The sharp-
1y rising volume of unemployment since Sep=-
tember 1, 1853, has created the need for this
appropriation as the State agencies are budg-
eted on workloads experienced. For example,
the number of claimants in your district has
increased from 2,550 to 9,529. There are now
34,026 persons claiming weekly job-insurance
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payments in Georgia, and the number has
almost tripled in the past 6 months. Many
unemployed persons who are not covered by
Jjob insurance have registered for work in our
34 local offices. We now have on file a total
of 62,991 applications for work. We must
continue and intensify our efforts to find jobs
for these thousands of workers. Accordingly,
the administrative funds currently available
for this program will not finance needs for
the remainder of this fiscal year.

We urge your favorable consideration of the
above request and recommend that payment
be authorized from the $14,500,000 of all ac-
tual salary increases paid to State agency
personnel. The original appropriation for
the fiscal year 1954 prohibited payment of
salary increases from the contingency fund,
contrary to the policy in prior years. This
has caused substantial damage and embar-
rassment to the employment-security pro-
gram. The principle permitting payment of
salary increases from contingency funds
should also be continued in the appropria-
tion to finance the employment-security pro-
gram in fiscal year 1955.

I shall personally appreclate your support
of this request.

Cordially yours,
Ben T. Huier,
Commissioner, Department of Labor
of Georgia.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Idaho [Mr. Bunce] is recognized.

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, we on
the committee are just as much con-
cerned as anyone that the people out of
work receive their unemployment-com-
pensation checks, to which they are
entitled. We are just as much con-
cerned about that as are the gentlemen
from Michigan and the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. SmitH]. However, the
situation with which we are confronted
is that the amendment offered will not
accomplish the purpose sought. To be-
gin with, let us make a comparison of
the funds which have been made avail-
able to this agency. As I said a few
moments ago, for the fiscal year 1954, if
the committee recommendation is sus-
tained here, we will have the largest
appropriation in history for this agency,
$199,756,100.

Let us compare that with, say, the year
1950. The caseload has changed con-
siderably since 1950. In the year 1950
the insured unemployment being admin-
istered by this agency was 2,033,100 peo-
ple. In 1954 the estimate given the sub-
committee by the agency was 1,403,000
insured unemployed. Conversely, in 1950
there were $174 million appropriated to
this agency for this purpose, and this
year, as I said, there were practically
$200 million appropriated.

The salary item about which there has
been so much discussion is not actually
involved in the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Michigan. The
moneys sought to be increased by this
amendment go into the contingency
fund. Under the present law the money,
even though it were appropriated under
this amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan, would not be avail-
able to pay increased State salaries. Un-
der the language of the hill, the $14,-
500,000 sought to be appropriated by this
amendment would be available only to
meet increased costs resulting from in-
creased workload attributable to an in-
crease in claims filed and paid and
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changes in State unemployment-com-
pensation laws. The House should know
that these are the only things that this
$14,500,000 could be used for, before it
votes on this amendment.

The other items, as to weekly rather
than biweekly reporting, is something
the committee desires to go into in the
regular hearings which are now in prog-
ress. We have not prohibited any State
from doing this work in that manner if
it sees fit. We have in this bill allowed
practically all of the money which was
requested except for the two items of the
salary increase and the question about
weekly rather than biweekly reporting,
which is still optional, and this amend-
ment would not accomplish either of
those purposes.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUDGE. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. I first want to state
that I intend to support the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Michigan.
I doubt the accuracy of the figures the
gentleman just gave the committee in
connection with the number of people
who are now receiving unemployment
benefits. The gentleman will find that
2,200,000 last week was the number.

Mr. BUDGE. I decline to yield fur-
ther.

The information I gave is contained
on page 19 of our hearings and is the
information which was furnished the
committee by the Bureau of Employment
Security.

Mr. PERKINS. Did the gentleman
check those figures?

The CHATIRMAN, The gentleman de-
clines to yield further.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BUDGE. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. BUSBEY. May I ask the gentle-
man from Idaho this: If this is such an
emergency, why is there still $4 million
left in the contingency fund? The
amendment for nearly $7 million which
the gentleman from Michigan has of-
fered does not correct the situation he
wants to correct at all. It is just a
matter of absorbing some of these items
that the bureaus can absorb themselves.

Mr. CRETELLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr, BEN=
~NETT] which amendment restores to the
appropriation to the Department of La-
bor the sum of $6,948,900. It is obvious
to me that this Department is one which
can definitely utilize the funds appro-
priated by his amendment and will allow
the payment for expenses for workload
increases in connection with unemploy-
ment compensation claims.

In my State of Connecticut, the staff
of the Department administering the
unemployment compensation is inade-
quate and I have been urged by the com-
missioner of labor of my State, as well
as labor organizations, to support this
increase which I do wholeheartedly and
enthusiastically.

It is bad enough for one to be out of
employment without being hampered
and delayed by the inadequacy of a force
to adjudicate his claim. I am sure that
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if there should be more money than is
needed for this purpose by the adoption
of this amendment, that the fund will be
wisely and judiciously administered by
the respective States. I hope the amend-
ment passes.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. BENNETT].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman being in doubt, the Committee
divided and there were—ayes 62, noes 79.

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. BENNETT of
Michigan and Mr. BUSBEY.

The Committee again divided; and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
87, noes 86.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND

WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDUCATION
Payments to school districts

For an additional amount for “Payments to
school districts,” $5,850,000.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BusBey: Page
11, after line 8, insert:

“Assistance for school construction

“For an additional amount for providing
school facilities and for grants to local educa-
tional agencies in federally affected areas as
authorized by Public Law 815, 81st Congress,
as amended by Public Law 246, 83d Congress,
55 million, to remain available through
December 31, 1954, all of which shall be avail-
able for payments authorized by section 209
(c) of Public Law 815, Blst Congress, as
amended by section 2 (e) of Public Law 246,
83d Congress: Provided, That entitlements
shall be paid on a pro rata basis if there be
not enough to cover all legal entitlements.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, I do not
believe 5 minutes are necessary for the
explanation of this amendment, because
it has been thoroughly discussed in gen-
eral debate.

I do want to say that the amendment
has been read by the chairman of the
House Committee on Education and La-
bor, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. McConnNELL], as well as the rank-
ing minority member of the committee,
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
BarpEn], and both have agreed to the
language of the amendment.

This item was not in the original bill,
as reported by the subcommittee and the
full committee, due to the fact that there
was no request from the Department for
this money. Although we intended
bringing this supplemental bill on the
floor last Tuesday, it developed that
there was a very great amount of in-
terest, on the part of many Members, in
this item. We thought it only fair to
the membership of the committee, and
the whole House, to have some hearings
on this matter before making the final
decision. Hearings were held last Tues-
day afternoon. Copies of the hearings
are available at this time at the desk,
and anyone can read what happened at
the hearings.
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sellrthink the amendment speaks for it-

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUSBEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Rhode Island.

Mr, FORAND. Did I understand the
gentleman to say there was no request
from the Department for this amount?

Mr. BUSBEY. There was no request
in the supplemental budget that was be-
fore the subcommittee.

Mr. FORAND. From the Budget?

Mr. BUSBEY. From the Budget; yes.

Mr. FORAND. That is different from
the Department; that is the point I am
trying to clear up: Did the Department
ask for it and was it cut out by the Bu-
reau of the Budget, or was it that the
Department did not ask?

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BUSBEY. I yield.

Mr. TABER. There was no request of
the Department to the Budget.

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUSBEY. 1 yield fo the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. LANHAM. I am informed that
the Department of Education did not re-
quest this money because they were in-
structed by the Bureau of the Budget
not to do so.

Mr. BUSBEY. If the gentleman
knows that, he has information that I
personally do not have.

Mr. LANHAM. I have the informa-
tion but I cannot recall the names of
the people who gave it to me. I think
it is true. However, the gentleman can
find out if he will investigate a little.

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I am
strongly in favor of this amendment,
and am glad the Committee on Appro-
priations has offered this amendment.
This sum of $55 million will pay no more
than 70 percent of original entitlement.
After hearings before the House Educa-
tion Committee, June 1953, the House
voted unanimously to pay these entitle-
ments in full—$95 million. The Senate
was reluctant to accept this amount; a
compromise figure of $55 million was ac-
cepted, with appropriation to be made
during this session. The above state-
ment is in keeping with the intent and
purpose of the law as passed by Con-
gress, as may be found in the last para-
graph on page 5 of report 702 of the 83d
Congress, 1st session, as follows:

It was the clear and expressed intent of
Congress in enacting title IT of Public Law
815 to pay to all school districts which duly
applied for payments, and met all the stat-
utory requirements, the amount called for
by the formulas set forth in the law. Many
school districts, in reliance upon this clearly
expressed congressional intent, have drawn
on their own resources to go ahead with
urgently needed school construction in ad-
vance of the avallability of Federal appro-
priations—as the law, in fact, permitted
and encouraged them to do—only to find
that as a result of their initiative in meeting
their school facilitlies needs, they were un-
able because of reduced priority to share in
appropriations later made available. Others
had already bonded themselves to capacity
by constructing schools for federally con-
nected children prior to the enactment of
Public Law 815 and were entitled to reim-
bursement under the provisions of that law
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authorizing applications for reimbursement
in such situations. Many still have unmet
needs for new bulldings as a result of recent
school population increases.

The purpose of this appropriation is
to provide the Federal Government with
funds for meeting its responsibility for
aiding school construction in school dis-
tricts burdened with an increased enroll=-
ment of federally connected children
from June 30, 1939, to June 30, 1952, ex~
cept that no school distriet would receive
reimbursement for any expenditure for
construetion of school facilities under a
contract entered into before September
30, 1950.

Title ITI, Georgia entitlements, are as
follows:

1. Board of Education, Bibb

{0275 vy e i M S $361, 542. 00

2. Douglas City Board of Edu-
CAEION. . e e e 75, 000. 00

8. Marletta City Board of Edu-
Badlon - 773, 968. 00
4. Clayton Board of Education. 63, 967.77

5. Cobb County Board of Edu-
CREON. o s 107, 235. 99

6. Floyd County Board of Edu-
T S st 321, 556. 00

7. Liberty County Board of Ed-
veation .-eeemenemmen———— 128, 164. 82

8. Muscogee County Board of
EBducation oo 962, 479. 00
9. Dublin Public Schools. .- 38,472.78
Total 2, B33, 386. 36

FEDERAL BURDEN ON LOCAL TAXPAYER

The opposition to the amendment
under consideration fails to recognize
that this action intends only to provide
funds to carry out the provisions of the
law.

These provisions, in essence, are to
relieve local taxpayers of burdens im-
posed on local areas because of Federal
activities,

The weight of Federal activities should
fall equally on all citizens of the United
States and not on local taxpayers. I
therefore support this amendment and
congratulate the committee on offering
it.

The intent of Public Law 815 is to
provide funds for school housing for
children coming into a community be-
cause of Federal impact.

This law was conceived in bipartisan
spirit and should be so continued. The
school districts having claim under these
laws should be paid without further
delay.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUSBEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Is it not the
fact that Dr. Brownell, Commissioner of
Education, in testimony, suggested that
it was the responsibility of his office of
initiating a request for such funds and
that such request is under active review
at this time by the Deparitment?

Mr. BUSBEY. Yes. The Department
had this matter under review and study
at the time the question came up about
the $55 million being added in this sup-
plemental appropriation hill.

I think that is as it should be. The
Secretary wanted to study this matter
sufficiently to know that she was doing
the right thing before she made her rec-
ommendation. Unfortunately, we can=-
not tell now if there will or will not be
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another 1954 supplemental bill before
the end of the fiscal year. If we knew
that there would be, I would very defi-
nitely have preferred to await the results
of Secretary Hobby's study and her
recommendations.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks at this point in the Recorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I am glad to support wholeheart-
edly the amendment just offered by the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. BUsBEY].
As a member of the Education and Labor
Committee, and as a member of its sub-
committee which recommended the ex-
tension of the legislation under discus-
sion today, I have been most interested
in seeing that aid is promptly made
available by these federally affected
school districts.

Like many other members, I have a
number of these schools in my distriet.
Just a few days ago a group of citizens
from Denville Township in my home
county of Morris, presented me with a
petition bearing more than 2,900 signa-
tures. They asked me for assistance in
getting Federal funds to cover an appli-
cation for reimbursement fotaling
$190,500, which had been approved in
June 1952, These are commitments rec-
ognized by law, and these legitimate
claims need prompt consideration.

In closing, I should like to commend
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
TaBer], the distinguished chairman of
the Appropriations Committee, for the
position which he has taken here today.
Both he and the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Bussey] have pointed out that no
specific request for this appropriation
has been made by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. They
are willing, nonetheless, because of the
urgency of this situation, to support the
amendment which we are now consider-
ing. These funds are badly needed in
school distriets throughout the country,
and unquestionably will be put to good
use.

Mr, SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. BUSBEY].

Mr. Chairman, my proper support of
legislation relating to the school con-
struction assistance program in areas
with substantial increases in federally
connected school children is a matter of
public record. It is a record well known
by the people of my district whom I have
the honor to serve as a Member of
Congress.

This original program was established
under Public Law 815, 81st Congress.
Last year the program was continued
and amended in accordance with the pro-
visions of Public Law 246, 83d Congress.

During the closing days of the last
session, the House-Senate conference
committee considering this legislation
agreed to extend for 1 year—to June 30,
1954—the time for making appropria-
tions under the original program, and
authorized an appropriation of not to
exceed $55 million to cover grants not in

3907

excess of 70 percent of the remaining
unpaid entitlements.

The Town of Groton still has a vital
stake in this matter in its Fitch High
School 8-room addition construction
project application in the amount of
$350,244,

Mr. S. B. Butler, superintendent of
schools for the town of Groton, advises
me that on a 70-percent basis the town’s
share of approximately $245,000 will
make possible the elimination of the
present double shift arrangements in the
Poquonnock bridge area.

Last year—on February 19, 1953—
when a similar appropriation bill was
under consideration, I urged my col-
leagues to provide adequate funds for
this basiec program. At that time I ana-
lyzed in detail the very real problems of
the town of Groton with regard to pro-
viding proper and adequate educational
facilities for the children of that com-
munity.

These same basic problems are shared
by other towns of my State, namely,
Waterford, East Lyme, Manchester,
Southington, West Hartford, Windsor
Locks, East Hartford, and Glastonbury.
Since all of these towns had valid appli-
cations on file as of June 30, 1952, they
are vitally intrested in this proposed
amendment. I urge its adoption because
I believe it to be the proper responsibil-
ity of Congress to honor these unpaid

entitlements—entitlements previously
authorized by Congress.
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. Chairman, I

rise in support of this amendment.

I think it is unfortunate that many
of our people have been so preoccupied
with the dramatic events of modern his-
tory that they have lost track of what is
happening in our schools.

Population increases during the last
decade alone would be enough to cause
a tremendous crisis in the Nation's school
systems. But that is only one of the
factors involved.

Since the beginning of the war in
Korea and the subsequent accelerated
defense program, thousands of families
have flocked to the areas around Federal
installations and defense industrial
plants. Some sections of the country
were affected more than others.

The tendency to concentrate defense
industries in certain areas has served to
agegravate the problem.

Consequently, the school systems in
those communities faced and still are
facing an especially critical shortage of
school-housing facilities. They have
done the best they could under the
burden of greatly increased enrollments.

Clearly, the Federal Government has
an obligation to help those communities
whose school systems have been hard hit
by the influx of relocated children. That
is why we must approve additional funds
for school construction today.

In Public Law 815 of the 81st Congress
and Public Law 246 of the 83d, the
Congress recognized that obligation.
The Congress tried to provide financial
assistance to those communities affected
by defense activities. It set up standards
of eligibility which the communities were
required to meet before gqualifying for
this Federal school-construction aid.

Mr. Chairman, I regard these laws as
firm commitments by the Congress to
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help the local communities in providing
minimum school facilities. I do not be-
lieve we should run out on this obligation
to our children.

In the majority of cases, the relocated
children come from families without tax-
able real estate in the new communities
in which they have come to live for tem-
porary periods. They are not inten-
tional tax dodgers. It is simply that
there is no effective machinery for mak-
ing them contributing patrons of the
schools which their children attend.

This amendment is merely a move_to
carry to its completion a declared policy
of this Congress. r

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to get this mat-
ter as clear as possible.

First of all, I wish to commend the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Taser]l. The situation in which we
find ourselves was not of his making. It
was due to the fact that the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare had
not made a specific request under the
$55 million authorization that we passed
last year. That authorization was
passed in the House, approved by the
Senate and signed by the President. In
other words, it is the law of the land—
Public Law 246—that an appropriation
of $55 million shall be made to take care
of past entitlements authorized under
the formula set forth in Public Law 815.

Going back a couple of years to the
previous legislation it was stated that
certain areas, if they conformed to
various standards and formulas, and so
forth, would be entitled to a certain
amount of money for construction. A
large number of districts put in their ap-
plications, which applications were ap-
proved and authorized. Many of them
were not paid. The total, I think, was
approximately $98 million in applica-
tions for entitlements which were not
paid. We put in the bill last year, the
extension of Public Law 815, the proviso
that $95 million shall be paid on those
past entitlements for construction. That
was passed virtually unanimously in the
House. The other body provided for no
such back payments, but in conference
an amount of $55 million was agreed
upon.

We stated that where applications had
been in and approved and payments au-
thorized by June 30, 1952, they should be
paid to the extent of 70 percent of those
authorizations.

Now, it might be well to point out that
while the bill was being considered last
year the Department opposed our put-
ting in for payment of back entitlements.
Now we find, although that bill was
finally passed and signed back in August
of last year, that not a single move has
been made by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare to make any re-
quest for payments on past entitlements.
‘We said in the bill passed last year, which
is now the law of the land, the Commit-
tee on Appropriations would have up
until June 30 this year to take care of
appropriating $55 million. Someone has
argued that we ought to wait a couple
of months longer, perhaps until June,
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to act on the $55 million item, but there
is great danger that it will be lost in
the shuffle at the fiscal year end, June 30,
1954, and therefore I think that this
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Buseey] to provide
for $565 million should be passed at this
time,

If there are any questions, I will be
glad to answer them.

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. BARDEN. I asked the gentleman
to yield just to make this observation:
I appreciate the remarks made by my
chairman. I concur in them heartily.
I compliment him for keeping faith with
the committee, with the House, and with
the people to whom this money will go.
They had a right to believe that it was
a commitment, and I think nothing less
than what we are doing should be passed
as total good faith. The chairman has
been very frank in his statement. He
has discussed it with his committee fully
and fairly. I compliment him, and I
appreciate the position that he is taking
in this matter. May I say this further:
May I just again agree that the con-
fusion that arose is not the making of
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
TaBer] or the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Bussey]l. The Department is cer-
tainly at fault in this matter.

Mr. McCONNELL. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. BUSBEY. I want to thank the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Barpen] for making that clear, because
I did not want any misunderstanding on
this matter, because this $55 million that
I offered the amendment on, on the bill
before us, was not cut out of the bill by
the subcommittee or the full Committee
on Appropriations because we had no re-
quest before our committee for the $55
million or any other sum.

Mr. McCONNELL. I thought I made
that clear, but I will also reemphasize it.
The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Bus-
BEY] is correct. He is not at fault in any
way, because no requests for past entitle-
ments were made.

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Pennslvania [Mr. McCoNNELL] be
allowed to proceed for 5 additional min-
utes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield to the gen-
fleman from Washington.

Mr. HOLMES. I want to congratulate
the gentleman upon his clarifying state-
ment concerning this matter. I want at
this time to go on record very strongly
in favor of this amendment.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, McCONNELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from EKentucky.
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Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to compliment the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Education and
Labor for his excellent statement and for
his fair statement. I believe the chair-
man will agree that unless this appro-
priation goes through now, in all prob-
ability it is all over with; it is now or
never. Is that a correct statement?

Mr. McCONNELL. I do not know
whether it is now or never, but I think
it very imperative that it be passed now.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I just want
to quote something that I said in debate
last year:

Congress has demonstrated by an over-
whelming majority the recognition of a Fed-
eral obligation to those local areas finan-
cially affected by the acquisition of property
and the influx of thousands of additional
schoolchildren. The committee unanimous-
ly believes that a moral obligation exists in
that respect and therefore authorizes a total

of $95 million to take care of previous obli-
gations.

I had that feeling about the $95 mil-
lion; so did this House, but because the
other body provided nothing, we agreed
to 70 percent of the unpaid obligations,
or a figure of $55 million. So I think the
approval of this amendment in the
amount of $55 million is amply justified.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Will we get only
't?gupercent of what was originally agreed

Mr. McCONNELL. We authorized last
year, coming out of the final conference,
70 percent of thie unpaid obligations on
past entitlements to be the amount that
would be paid. That is the amount, $55
million, for which we are asking appro-
priations.

Mr. NICHOLSON. I thank the gentle-
man, because I think it is a moral obli-
gation and we ought to take care of it.

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. BUSBEY. But that 70 percent was
a compromise, taking into consideration
what we call minimum standards,

Mr. McCONNELL. Not entirely, I will
say to the gentleman from Illinois. Some
of it was this. As you take care of some
unhoused children, under the new re-
quests, you probably would cut out the
need for a certain percentage of past
entitlements where construction had not
been fully completed.

Mr. BUSBEY. That does not mean
that some communities are only going to
get 70 percent of what they spent on
their school buildings.

Mr. McCONNELL. No:; but they will
receive only 70 percent of the unpaid en-
titlements which have been approved or
authorized as of June 30, 1952.

Mr. TABER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCONNELL. T yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. TABER. But that only applies to
70 percent on the balance remaining.
That is, if they had distributed $100,000
overall and had received only $40,000,
they would now receive 70 percent of the
$60,000.
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Mr. McCONNELL. They would re-
ceive 70 percent of the unpaid entitle-
ments, whatever that happened to be.
My understanding is that in considering
the unpaid entitlements the Department
would take into account amounts that
had been paid previously on those same
entitlements.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. ToLLEFsoN], the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. WoL-
vErRTON], the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. OakmaN], the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. ErLroTT], and the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. MiLLErR] may extend
their remarks at this point in the REec-

ORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Chairman, I
shall support the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Bus-
BEY], which would appropriate $55 mil-
lion additional school construction funds
for assistance to those school districts
which have qualified for assistance under
Public Law 815 of the 81st Congress.
Under that law many school districts
filed applications for assistance and were
awarded entitlements in those instances
where they met the criteria fixed by the
law.

To date a majority of those schools
have received financial assistance from
the Federal Government under appro-
priations heretofore made. Other
schools have not received help, although
entitled to it, simply because Congress
has not appropriated sufficient funds to
do so. This amendment seeks to take
care of those schools, at least to the ex-
tent which is authorized by existing law.

In my opinion, the Federal Govern-
ment ought to recognize its obligation to
the schools which have not received help
under their entitlements given them pur-
suant to Public Law 815,

Mr., WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman,
the amendment that has been offered by
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Bus-
BEY] providing $55 million to carry out
the purposes of Public Law 815, 81st Con-
gress, chapter 995, 2d session, for the
construction of school facilities in areas
affected by Federal activities, is highly
necessary.

Public Law 815 was adopted by Con-
gress in recognition of the impact which
certain Federal activities have had on
the school-construction needs in the
areas in which such Federal activities
have been carried on. In that legisla-
tion Congress declared it to be the public
policy of the United States to bear the
cost of constructing school facilities in
such areas in the manner and to the ex-
tent provided in the legislation.

In full expectation that such would be
the policy of the United States, arrange-
ments were made by many local commu-
nities coming within the provisions of
the bill. They fully expected to receive
the financial aid intended. Applica-
tions were accordingly filed. The pur-
pose of this amendment is to fulfill the
obligations that have thus been created
and for which the financial aid expect-
ed has not been received. The amend-
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ment is most meritorious and should be
adopted.

Mr. OAKMAN. MTr. Chairman, I want
to add my wholehearted support to the
amendment of my distinguished col-
league the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. BENNETT].

During the transition from our war-
time to a peacetime economy it is inev=-
itable that economic adjustments take
place. It is impossible to make this shift
without temporarily experiencing some
unemployment. All branches of Gov-
ernment should surely cooperate to the
fullest in making this transition as
painless as humanly possible.

One of the more important phases of
this program is the prompt and regular
payment of all unemployment compensa-
tion claims. The amendment of the
gentleman from Michigan is important
and necessary for this purpose. The
people of Michigan, the employees, the
employers, and all levels of government
in Michigan have united in asking the
Congress to provide this needed assist-
ance now.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my fellow Mem-
bers of the House to support the pleas
of our people and to vote for the passage
of the Bennett amendment.

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Busbey amendment to
provide $55 million to cover entitlement
earned by impacted school districts un-
der the terms of Public Law 815, as
amended.

There is no reason, certainly no good
reason, why this appropriation should
not be made at this time. As a matter of
fact, it is already greatly delayed. Sev-
eral millions of dollars for Alabama's
schools are included in this appro-
priation.

Now, I wish to turn to the plight of
our schools in general., In 1951 Hamon,
in an article in School Life, estimated
that 600,000 public school classrooms
would be needed during the next 7 years.
If this estimate was correct, our country
would need in the neighborhood of $20
billion to furnish this generation of
schoolchildren with adequate school-
room facilities. As far back as 1943 the
National Resources Planning Board esti-
mated that an expenditure of a billion
dollars a year for 10 years would be nec-
essary to eliminate deficiencies in pub-
lic elementary and secondary school
housing.

The generation of children now in and
entering the public schools needs not
only seating space but it needs libraries,
gymnasiums, shops, music, art, drama
rooms, lunchrooms, libraries, and other
related facilities.

We are living in the age of the atom,
in the day of the frightening explosion
of hydrogen, in the day of bacteriological
developments, which threaten to erase
mankind from the face of the earth.

We are living in a day when a devel-
oped, a trained, and educated intelli-
gence is more sorely needed than at any
time in the history of the world.

In the face of these things how can we
overlook, or neglect, or pass by on the
other side the need of our public schools?

Here are some figures that speak for
themselves: 66 percent of the public
high schools of America do not have
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medical suites; 43 percent do not have
cafeterias; 17 percent do not have audi-
toriums; 11 percent do not have gym-
nasiums; shame that 22 percent do not
have libraries; 59 percent do not have
art rooms; 33 percent do not have music
rooms; 18 percent do not have science
rooms; 12 percent do not have shops; 15
percent do not have homemaking rooms;
24 percent do not have business educa-
tion rooms.

I submit to the House of Representa-
tives that the time has arrived that we
must do something to improve America’s
schools.

A Federal aid bill, providing funds to
the States and local communities for the
construction of schoolhouses, is imme-
diately justified. I trust this Congress
will give this problem its immediate
attention.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Mr. Chair=
man, I rise to support the amendment.
There has been a lot of discussion and
some conjecture as to why this amend-
ment is desirable and necessary. As I
said on the floor of the House when a
similar bill was before us in the last
session, Congress has committed the
United States Government to contribute
to the expense of housing and educating
the pupils of those school districts that
have been impacted because of Federal
defense activities. In honor, this Con-
gress has no alternative but to pass this
amendment and thereby to keep what
amounts to the plighted word of the
United States Government.

Why the necessary amount was not
made a part of the bill as brought to the
floor by the committee, whether it was
deliberately omitted, or whether it was
an oversight, is of no importance so far
as the people affected are concerned.
The fact remains that the passage of this
amendment will correct the omission
and I intend to support the bill as
amended.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, I do not know yet that
anyone has given the reason why this
request has not heretofore been made to
the Congress. There is only one reason
why the request was not made to Con-
gress before today and that lies in the
old Federal Security Administration
itself.

As the chairman of the Committee
on Education and Labor said just now—
and I remember reading his testimony
of last July when this bill was amended
and extended by a unanimous vote of
this Congress—the Congress had on
more than one occasion demonstrated
by overwhelming majorities that they
were for this law and for appropriations
to back up the law.

I have always maintained, as a mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropriations,
that when Congress by a unanimous vote
authorizes an expenditure or an appro-
priation of a sum such as this $55 mil-
lion, the amount we have under con-
sideration today, it is then mandatory
upon the executive branch of the Gov=-
ernment to pay some attention to the
will of Congress. In this particular case
the executive branch of the Government
paid little attention to that unanimous
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vote of last July until about 2 weeks
ago. How many times the Department
of Education recommended it to the
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, I do not know; I am referring
to this appropriation of $55 million. I
know that on two occasions it was rec-
ommended, but no action was taken.

To the best of my knowledge and in-
formation, up to this point, nothing was
going to be done about it until last Fri-
day or until the latter part of February,
when the people from the Department
of Education appeared before our sub-
committee and requested a supplemental
of $5,800,000 under Public Law 874. It
was then that we started asking ques-
tions about the unpaid obligations of the
Federal Government to these school dis-
tricts, to the tune of $55 million, and
about the necessary amount of money
to be budgeted and appropriated to meet
all of the applications, eligible for pay-
ment under the new act, Public Law 815.
They told us at that time it would
amount to $58 million in new money over
the $40 million that is being recom-
mended in the regular appropriation
bill for the construction of new projects
under the law as the Congress extended
the law last July by a unanimous vote.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGARTY. Iyield to the gentle-
man from New Mexico.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. I think the gen-
tleman ought to be commended for call-
ing the matter to the attention of the
committee, to the attention of the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York
[Mr. TaBer], our chairman, and to the
House. The gentleman was the first
man that called it to our attention. All
of us from the States affected—and most
of the States are affected—are grateful
to the gentleman for doing so.

Mr. FOGARTY. I thank the gentle=-
man.

I have no fault to find with anybody
on this side of the aisle at all or in the
Congress itself. The fault does not lie
in the House of Representatives because
it extended this act last July by unani-
mous vote. The people downtown abso-
Jutely refused to go to the Bureau of the
Budget and ask for one dime of this
money.

‘When this bill was passed, as I remem-
ber it, back in 1950, there were no poli-
tics in the bill at all. When it was again
passed, as I read the REcorp, on July 8
of last year, there were no politics in it,
and I do not want to see any politics in it
today.

I have an amendment I intended to
offer that I told the full Committee on
Appropriations on last Friday I was going
to offer that would amount to $113 mil-
lion, of which $55 million would be avail-
able for payments authorized by section
209 (c) of the public law which you have
under discussion today. So, in order to
keep politics out of education in our
country—and I think we should keep
politics out of it and not play politics
with the school kids of this country—I
have agreed to go along with my dis-
tinguished chairman, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. BusBey], on this $55
million, with the understanding that we
give serious consideration to the other
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$58 million which we have been told by
people in the Department of Education
is owed or will be owed under the appli-
cations that were received as of last
November.

(On request of Mr. Cannow, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. FoOGARTY Wwas
allowed to proceed for 5 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. FOGARTY. I am going to sup-
port the amendment offered by my chair-
man [Mr. Buseey] for $55 million.
However, I say to the Members of this
House that when sometime after the
Easter recess we appear before you with
our regular appropriation bill for the
Department of Labor and the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
I will offer an amendment that will be
justified. One that will meet 100 per-
cent of the eligible applicants under the
law as amended last year in Public Law
815, so that they will have the money
available starting July 1 to build the
buildings that are needed at the present
time and to give to these children in the
federally impacted areas decent educa-
tional facilities, that they do not now
have in this country. I hope by the
demonstration here this afternoon, that
we are taking politics out of education.
I hope that when this Congress by an
overwhelming vote, whether it be on
education or anything else, speaks with
a unanimous voice, or as I said, by an
overwhelming vote, the people in our
executive departments will pay some at-
tention to the will and intent of the
Congress. I believe that is their job
and their responsibility, I hope this
afternoon will be an example to them to
pay some attention to the Congress in
the future.

Mr. FORRESTER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGARTY. 1 yield.

Mr. FORRESTER. I compliment the
gentleman and the committee for the
splendid thing that has been done here
today. I want you to know I am ex-
tremely grateful because I just do not
know how some of my small counties
that have suffered so much from the
military impact could have possibly
operated. I am particularly gratified
to know the gentleman will pursue this
matter further, and that sometime in
April the gentleman is going to renew his
request for this other money.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield.

Mr. WHITTEN. I want to add my
commendation to that extended to the
gentleman from Rhode Island by the
gentleman from Georgia. I raised with
the gentleman from Rhode Island the
question of seeing that this amendment
provides or make these funds available
until used. I understood that agreement
had been reached that they would con-
tinue available until January 1956. Is
the gentleman assured that that will be
ample time to actually put into the
process and make available these funds
so that they will earry out the purpose,
or is there any question in the gentle-
man's mind as to whether the availabil-
ity of these funds should be for an in-
definite period?
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Mr. FOGARTY. I cannot speak for
the Department of Education, but I
would think that between now and
January 1, they could examine every ap-
plication and make sure they were en-
titled to this money.

Mr. BARDEN. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGARTY. 1yield.

Mr. BARDEN. May I say to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi I am informed
these applications or requests have been
on file since about the middle of 1952.
They have been reviewed and inspected
and certified, and have been ready for
action for several months. I think the
Department will do the wise thing in re-
checking to see that the entitlements are
correct and that some of the projects
that may be for one reason or another
discontinued will be given the proper
consideration. But in view of that fact,
and in view of the fact that it is now
almost April 1, I agree with the gentle-
man that it did not look as if there was
time enough to let it go until July 1. I
do think January 1 is ample time.

Mr, WHITTEN. I thank the gentle-
man,

Mr. WILSON of California.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGARTY. 1 yield.

Mr, WILSON of California. On this
question of past entitlements, is it the
gentleman’s understanding that each
school district with entitlement will get
approximately 70 percent of the entitle-
ment, or will some 70 percent of those
districts with entitlements get full pay-
ment on their entitlement? Does the
gentleman have any understanding
about that?

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield to my distin-
guished friend, the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. BARDEN].

Mr. BARDEN. This $55 million will
be paid on a prorata basis to the school
districts with entitlements.

Mr. WILSON of California. It will
be paid on a prorata basis to each
district with entitlement?

Mr. BARDEN. Yes, that is clearly set
out in the law.

Mr. WILSON of California. I wanted
to get that clear in the ReEcorp to show
that it is the intent of the Congress that
that percentage would be paid to each
school distriet with entitlement.

Mr. BARDEN. It will be prorated.
That is part of the amendment.

Mr. JONES of Missouri, Mr. Chair-
man, in connection with the amendment
which has been recommended by the
committee, I am hopeful that there will
be sufficient funds to adequately care for
those situations to which, as has been
pointed out by the gentleman from
Rhode Island, Congress has given its
emphatic approval. The Malden School
District has been earrying an enormous
burden during the past several years as
a result of a situation which Congress
intended should be relieved through leg-
islation approved in this House by a
practically unanimous vote. Yet only
recently has this area been considered as
eligible for Federal funds for mainte-
nance and operation and is still await-
ing executive approval for it to become
eligible for construction funds.

Chairman, will

Mr,
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I am including with my remarks copy
of a letter under date of November 3,
1953, to Mr. Samuel Brownell, United
States Commissioner of Education,
which shows the history and status of
the Malden, Missouri, Air Base which is
presently and for the past few years been
used as a training base for NATO stu-
dents. This letter also points out the
heavy burden placed on the public-
school organization in that community.
I am informed by Mr. W. I. Myers, su-
perintendent of the Malden public
schools that—

There has been an increase of 199 average
daily attendance of school children in the
Malden Public Schools due to the activities
of this training program. In 1950-51, be-
fore reactivation of the Malden Air Base, this
school had an average dally attendance of
9880.1, and now the average daily attendance
is 1,179, showing the increase of 199 average
daily attendance.

In addition to this large increase of school
children, which has placed a severe financial
burden on the school district, this area has
also been greatly affected by the serlous
drought condition existent for the past 2
years. This is predominantly a farming area,
and the drought has created an acute unem-
ployment situation. Business prosperity in
this area mainly depends upon agricultural
conditions.

The air-training program at the airbase
has given some relief to this unemployment
situation, but not enough to offset the con-
ditions.

As a result of this areawlde unemploy-
ment the school revenue from local sources
has been greatly impaired,

Due to these conditions we feel that the
vicinity of the Malden Air Base should be
considered a critical defense area.

We have applied for emergency ald every
year for the past 3 years, but at this time
have not definitely been declared eligible for
emergency financial aid.

As stated above, I have been assured
that the Malden school has been ap-
proved and is eligible for some Federal
aid for maintenance and operation which
is to be advanced within the next few
days. At this point I include the letter
to Mr. Brownell setting forth the condi-
tions under which I believe it should
undoubtedly be approved for construc-
tion aid:

NovEMBER 3, 1953.
Mr. SAMUEL BROWNELL,

United States Commissioner of Educa-
tion, United States Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Of-
fice of Education, Washington, D. C.

Re status of Malden Air Base.

Dear Sir: The Malden Alr Base operated
as a United States Army Air Force Field dur-
ing World War II. The land was acquired
by the Government in 1842, and the Alr Force
started preflight operations In that year.
At the close of World War II, the base was
declared surplus property and turned over
to the War Assets Administration. At that
time, through the State Department of
Education and the United States Office of
Education, the Malden School District filed
an application for the facilities suitable for
educational purposes. It was necessary to
acquire additional facilities to care for the
additional children living in the 250 housing
units at the airbase.

Mr. Frank E. Reid, field representative of
the United States Office of Education, came
to Malden, June 15, 1947, from Topeka, Eans.
Mr. Reld approved the facilities applied for,
as being suitable for educational purposes,
and recommended that they be included in
the cty's application for the airbase.
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The city of Malden acquired the Malden
Alr Base as surplus property from the War
Assets Administration in 1948, as a municipal
air field under the supervision of the Civil
Aeronautics Authority, and turned over to
the Malden School District No. C-11 those
buildings suitable for school purposes. The
Malden School District used these facilities
until the airbase was reactivated in 1851,
when these facilities had to be given up to
make room for the NATO training program.
The children from the base now have to be
transported to the central school in Malden,
which is overtaxing our school housing fa-
cilities.

As a result of Anderson air activities per-
sonnel and Army personnel, we have enrolled
150 additional students in the 1851-52 school
year, 300 additional students in the 1952-53
school year, and expect an increase of that
number for the 1953-54 school year in addi-
tlon to our regular enrollment. This not
only overtaxes housing facilities, but places
a heavy burden on school finances, as from
6 to 10 additional teachers have had to be
added to our elementary teaching staff. The
only financial aid we receive is State aid,
which amounts to about 877 per child. Per
capita cost per child is $186, therefore there
is a deficit of $109 per child. During the
1952-53 school year, the extra cost to the
district of educating the 300 children
amounted to $32,700, which has to be borne
by the school district. The airbase with its
evaluation of §2 million, at our school tax
rate of 3.10, would amount to $62,000 in
taxes. However, the base is declared tax-
free, therefore the school district realizes no
income from taxes on this property, and yet
we must educate these children at the ex-
pense of the people of the local community.

In the fall of 1952, the Malden School Dis-
trict was declared ineligible for emergency
building aid (Public Law 815) and ineligible
for current expenses ald (Public Law B74),
by the United States Office of Education, be-
cause the Malden Air Base was declared out-
side the status of Federal property. Since
the revision of these two bills, we are asking
that you agaln review and reconsider the
eligibility of our school for ald under these
provisions.

The bills H. R. 6049 and H. R. 6078 have
been passed by the 83d Congress and ap-
proved by President Eisenhower. Members
of Congress regarded this legislation merely
as a provision for Federal payment of an
obligation, Federal shouldering of a part of
the financial burden placed upon certain
communities by Federal actlvities, or a form
of Federal payment in lieu of revenue lost
to the communities from Federal ownership
of property.

Public Law 246 adds to Public Law 815 a
new title III, the purpose of which is “to
provide assistance for the construction of
urgently needed minimum school facilities in
school districts which, since the school year
1051-52, have had substantial increases in
school membership as a result of new or in-
creased Federal activities.”

Public Law 248, amending Public Law 874
of the Blst Congress, extends through the
fiscal year 1956 the Federal program of finan-
cial aid for the operation of schools in dis-
tricts especially affected by Federal activities.

A change which became effective July 1,
19563, is a provision that defines Federal prop-
erty so as to include properties owned by the
United States and leased to a private con-
tractor, even though the contractor's lease-
held interest is subject to local taxation
under State law.

Public Law 248 makes changes in provi-
sions under Public Law 874 for the educa-
tion of children who reside on Federal prop=-
erty for whose education local tax revenues
may not be expended or for whom no local
education agency is able to provide suitable
free public education. In such cases the
Federal Government provides education di-
rectly through schools located on Federal
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bases under Federal supervision or under con-
tract with a local agency. The changes in
the law are directed toward clarification of
the relevant responsibilities of the Commis-
sloner of Education or of the local contract-
ing agency.

The Congress has appropriated $66,500,000
for payments under Public Law 874, as
amended, in the current fiscal year 1954,

During the past 2 school years, the
Malden School District has educated these
children, which are a result of Federal activi-
tles. However, the district cannot continue
to do this, as you can readily see. There
must be some means of securing aid if we are
to survive.

Respectfully yours,
W. I. MyEss,
Superintendent, Malden Public Schools,
Authorized Representative To Apply
jor Federal Aid,

(Coples to Mr. J. L. Watson, fleld rep-
resentative, United States Office of Educa-
tion; Mr. H. Kenneth Kirchner, assistant
commissioner, State department of educa-
tion.)

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman,
I want to join those who have com-
mended the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Buseey] and the members of his sub-
committee in providing the additional
funds necessary to cover the applications
of school districts for construction funds
under past entitlement. The Congress
created this obligation and the funds
should be provided.

However, I am also interested in the
assurances which have been given that
in the regular appropriation bill, pro-
viding funds for the next fiscal year, the
Committee will give every consideration
to providing funds necessary to cover
those applications of school distriets af-
fected by Federal facilities under present
entitlement. From what I understand
here, the Committee will give considera-
tion to providing approximately $58 mil-
lion at that time.

In the congressional district which
I am privileged to represent, the San
Marcos Scnool District, of San Marcos,
Tex., is attempting to provide educa-
tional facilities to the children who are
in San Marcos as a result of Gary Air
Force Base, a splendid arm of our Air
Force. San Marcos Independent School
District has an application pending for
funds which will provide construction of
sorely needed additional space for these
children. I am assured that if this
amount is provided, the application of
the San Marcos School District will be
taken care of.

For this reason I appreciate the assur-
ances which have been given, and I hope
that the necessary funds will be pro-
vided in the bill which the Committee
expects out in the near future.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Busseyl.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk concluded reading the bill.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Morano, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill (H. R. 8481) making supplemental




3912

appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1954, and for other purposes,
had directed him to report the bill back
to the House with sundry amendments,
with the recommendation that the
amendments be agreed to and that the
bill as amended do pass.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the bill and all
amendments thereto to final passage.

The previcus question was ordered.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMARKS

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have permission to revise and ex-
tend their remarks in the Recorp on the
bill just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIA-
TION BILL

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Appropriations may have until mid-
night Friday to file a report on the in-
dependent offices appropriation bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. CANNON reserved all points of
order on the independent offices appro-
Ppriation bill,

ADJOURNMENT TUNTIL MONDAY—
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR
NEXT WEEK

Mr. HALLECE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at
noon on Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I think the mem-
bership would be interested in knowing
what we may expect next week.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, on
Monday we will take up the independent
offices appropriation bill for which ar-
rangement has just been made for filing
of the report by tomorrow midnight.
‘General debate will continue throughout
Monday.

On Tuesday we will continue consid-
eration of that bill, reading it for amend-
ment, and expect to bring the matter
to final passage on Tuesday.

Wednesday we are hopeful that H. R.
7839, the Housing Act of 1954, will be
ready from the Committee on Banking
and Currency. If so we will take
that up on Wednesday. I do not know
how long will be required to conclude
consideration of the matter.

Consideration of that measure and the
others that I shall name will continue on
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through Wednesday, Thursday, and Fri-
day of next week.

We are also hopeful there will be re-
ported from the Judiciary Committee
what I choose to call an antitraitor bill,
having to do with the making of certain
flv-ldence admissible in certain prosecu-

ons.

Mr. RAYBURN. That is the so-called
wiretapping bill?

Mr. HALLECK. Some call it the wire-
tapping bill, but I ecall it the antitraitor
bill. It just provides for making certain
evidence admissible in criminal prosecu-
tions involving the security of the
country.

The other bills are:

S. 984, providing for a judicial review
of Tax Court decisions.

H. R. 2556, having to do with extradi-
tion to occupied countries.

H. R. 569, from the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service, to impound mail
in certain cases.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
ACADEMY

Mr. ARENDS, for the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. SHcRT], submitted a con-
ference report and statement on the bill
(H. R. 5337) to provide for the establish-
ment of a United States Air Force Acad-
emy, and for other purposes.

NEW HAVEN RATLROAD

Mr. GOODWIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. GOODWIN. Mr. Speaker, inabil-
ity of the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion to cope with the infiltration of well-
managed railroads by self-interested
stockholder groups makes it clear that
something must be done to give ICC ade-
quate investigating power.

The Commerce Commission is the old-
est Federal board in existence. Yet its
power to deal from the beginning with
guestionable management situations is
strictly limited. Its freedom to initiate
action should be on the same judicial
footing as that of the Federal Power
Commission, the Civil Aeronautics Ad-
‘ministration Board, the Federal Commu-
nications Commission, and others which
are free to investigate a complaint of
interested parties or upon their own
motion.

The present weakness of the Com-
merce Act is shown by ICC Chairman J.
Monroe Johnson's plea of “no authority”
when asked to examine the dual interest
of Patrick B. McGinnis, of New York,
and others in two large competing sys-
tems, Central of Georgia and Norfolk
Southern.

It is contended that McGinnis and his
associates unlawfully dictated the man-
agement and operation policy of these
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two railroads for nearly a year and that
they are still dictating them through
officer and director replacements of their
own choosing. There is no secret as to
the ambition of the McGinnis group to
extend its railroad domination through
the New York, New Haven & Hartford
by ousting the management of President
F. C. Dumaine, Jr., in the present widely
publicized proxy fight.

As a Member of Congress, I am deter-
mined to do whatever I can to insure
good and honest transportation service
for the people of New England. I am
aroused by the possibility that the New
Haven Railroad’s return to solvency and
good service may be imperiled and am
alerted by a fight which seems to have
been begun by outside capitalists for no
purpose other than to evaluate dividend
payments at the sacrifice of public pa-
tronage and esteem.

To all who have read the ICC report
on the affairs of Norfolk Southern Rail-
road under McGinnis management, it is
clear that the Commerce Commission
does not think much of the McGinnis
group. This Commission document, is-
sued February 1, 1954, fairly bristles with
condemnation.

The ICC needs help to make such find-
ings effective against the reports of such
conduct at the expense of other rail-
roads. It needs to be authorized to act
as FCC would act on the renewal appli-
cation of an unworthy group, seeking to
gain control of radio or to do what the
CAB has often done to restrain an unfit
operator from continuing to manage air-
carrier service against the public interest.

To give ICC similar powers where rail-
roads are concerned, its investigative and
administrative authority must be ex-
tended by amendment of the Commerce
Act. I am presenting a bill in the House
which will do this, an exact duplicate of
which is being introduced at the same
time in the Senate by Senator GREEN, of
Rhode Island.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. CRUMPACKER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 30 minutes on Tuesday next, follow-
ing the legislative program and any spe-
cial orders heretofore entered.

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND
CURRENCY

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Banking and Currency may have until
Sunday midnight to file a report on the
bill H. R. 7839.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

SIGNING OF ENROLLED BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

Mr. HALLECE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that, notwithstand-
ing the adjournment of the House until
Monday next, the Clerk be authorized to
receive messages from the Senate and
that the Speaker be authorized to sign
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any enrolled bills and joint resolutions
duly passed by the two Houses and found
truly enrolled.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. HESELTON asked and was given
permission to address the House today
following the remarks of Mr. GATHINGS.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the REcCORD, or to re-
vise and extend remarks, was granted to:

Mr. King of California (at the request
of Mr. BorrLinGg) and to include a state-
ment.

Mrs. Svrrivan and to include a letter.

Mr. Davis of Georgia and to include a
statement by the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. LanTaFF] made this morning
before the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

Mr, MappEN and to include a statement
he made this morning before the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

Mr. HorrMan of Michigan and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. DonNDERO to revise and extend his
remarks made in Committee and include
a telegram.

Mr. CoorEY (at the request of Mr.
Jones of Missouri) to revise and extend
his remarks made in Committee and in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr, Lanaam to revise and extend his
remarks in Committee on the Bennett
amendment and include a letter.

Mr. RoonNEY to revise and extend his
remarks made in Committee and to in-
clude extraneous matter,

Mr. RooseverLT (at the request of Mr.
ROONEY).

Mr. BarrerT (at the request of Mr.
ROONEY),

Mr. RaBaur to extend his remarks fol-
lowing those of Mr. DoNDERO in Commit-
tee and to include extraneous matter,

Mr. Bow.

Mr. DoyLe (at the request of Mr. Mc-
CorMACK) to revise and extend his re-
marks in and out of Committee and to
include extraneous matter.

Mr. Scort in two instances and to in-
clude an editorial.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H. R. 5632, An act to provide for the con=-
veyance of a portion of the Camp Butner

Military Reservation, N. C., to the State of
North Carolina.

THE THREAT OF JUDICIAL
LAWMAEKING
The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from

Arkansas [Mr. GATHINGS] is recognized
for 25 minutes.
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Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and to include extraneous
matter,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, after
reversing itself 32 times within the past
16 years the Supreme Court of the United
States could not be expected to receive
the plaudits and commendation of the
American people. The decisions of the
Court formerly were legend; they were
sacrosanct. Our citizens had the right
to rely upon the decisions'of the Supreme
Court as being precedents. Men were
chosen for membership on this high
tribunal on the basis of ability and for
their standing and reputation as able
practitioners of the law. Unfortunately
this system was changed in the thirties
by the then Chief Executive, who sought
to impose his will upon the Court and
called its members “nine old men.”
Legislation was introduced in the Con=-
gress to pack the Court by increasing its
size. These bills failed of enactment
and, as a result, scorn and contempt was
cast at those legislators of both Houses
who possessed the patriotism and forti-
tude to oppose the court-packing pro-
posal.

The case was carried to the people in
several States and in each instance the
constituents of these servants of the
people approved their actions. The
people in those States desired to main-
tain the time-honored system of checks
and balances—the separation of powers
of the three departments of Govern-
ment. It was their conviction that the
High Court should not be subservient to
any Chief Executive. They felt that
judicial appointments should not be
made to carry out any President’s
scheme, plan or philosophy of Govern-
ment, as it would destroy the prestige of
the law and courts alike.

It is not within the province of the
Supreme Court to write opinions which
would amend the Constitution of the
United States. The Supreme Court can
construe the Constitution; it can inter-
pret the Constitution, but it does not
have the power to amend it. The ma-
chinery has been set up in the Constitu-
tion itself providing a definite manner of
amending the Constitution; the people
themselves have a voice in any such
amendment.

On June 18, 1953, the gentleman from
Georgia, [Mr. Davisl, and on March 15,
1954, the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr, WiLLiams], inserted as part of their
remarks a list of overruling cases and
a list of overruled cases in which the
Supreme Court overruled time-honored
law from the present day to a period as
far back as 95 years. The present court
has so consistently struck down estab-
lished law and set up different guide-
posts in their stead that members of
the Supreme Court itself have bitterly
assailed such practice. Mr. Justice Rob=
erts, in the case of Smith v. Allwright,
et al. (321 U. S. 649), had this to say on
page 669, and I quote:

The reason for my concern is that the
instant decision overruling one announced
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about 9 years ago tends to bring adjudica-
tions of this tribunal into the same class
as a restricted railroad ticket, “good for this
day and train only.”

The legislative department of the Gov-
ernment should have the full power to
make the laws and not the judiciary
department. The Supreme Court as now
constituted has brazenly attempted to
change our laws through the process of
court legislation, or judicial law.

The Supreme Court’s racial segrega-
tion decision in our public schools is
awaited with great concern and may be
handed down at an early date. It will
be one of the most significant decisions
of the Court in many decades. The
cases to be decided originated in South
Carolina, Virginia, the District of
Columbia, Delaware, and Kansas. The
question of whetkher racial segregation
in the public schools, mostly at the grade
level, would in itself abrogate the 14th
amendment.

In 1896 the case of Plessy against Fer-
guson was decided. In that case the
Court held that the statute of Louisiana,
acts of 1890, No. 111, requiring that rail-
way companies provide equal but sepa-
rate accommodations for both the white
and colored races, and further that no
person shall occupy “seats in coaches
other than the ones assigned to them, on
account of the race they belong to,” and
conferring upon train officers the power
to refuse to carry passengers who would
not occupy the coach to which they were
assigned and exempting the railway
company from liability for such refusal
are not in conflict with the provisions
either of the 13th amendment or of
the 14th amendment to the Constitution
of the United States. I quote from a
part of the opinion of the Court since
it touched upon the ncatter of establish-
ing separate schools for white and
colored children:

The object of the amendment was un-
doubtedly to enforce the absolute equality
of the two races before the law, but in the
nature of things it could not have been in-
tended to abolish distinctions based upon
color, or to enforce soclal, as distinguished
from political equality, or a commingling
of the two races upon terms unsatisfact,ory
to either. Laws permitting, or even requir-
ing, their separation in places where they
are liable to be brought into contact do not
necessarily imply the inferiority of either
race to the other, and have been generally,
if not universally, recognized as within the
competency of the State legislatures in the
exercise of their police power. The most
common instance of this is connected with
the establishment of separate schools for
white and colored children, which has been
held to be a valid exercise of the legislative
power even by courts of States where the
political rights of the colored race have been
longest and most earnestly enforced.

In Gong Lum et al. v. Rice et al. (275
U. S. 78), the Court said:

The right and power of the State to regu-
late the method of providing for the educa-
tion of its youth at public expense is clear.

Citing Cumming v. Richmond County
Board of Education (175 U. S. 528, 545),
Mr. Justice Harlan, in delivering the
opinion of the Court in that case, said:

Under the circumstances disclosed, we can-
not say that this action of the State court
was, within the meaning of the 14th amend-
ment, a denial by the State to the plaintiffs
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and to those associated with them of the
equal protection of the laws, or of any privi-
leges belonging to them as citizens of the
United States. We may add that while all
admit that the benefits and burdens of pub-
lic taxation must be shared by citizens with-
out discrimination against any class on ac-
count of their race, the education of the
people in schools maintained by State taxa-
tion is a matter belonging to the respective
States, and any interference on the part of
Federal authority with the management of
such schools cannot be justified except in
the case of a clear and unmistakable dis-
regard of rights secured by the supreme law
of the land.

Attorney General Herbert Brownell,
Jr., and eight other members of his staff
filed a brief urging the Court to overrule
the cases that have consistently held
that “separate and equal facilities satis-
fied all constitutional requirements” and
to hold that segregation is unlawful.
The Justice Department is taking up the
torch of one group of citizens even
though such position it takes totally dis-
regards the many previous decisions of
the Court on the question at issue.

It is a mammoth undertaking for pub-
lic schools to offer equal facilities to
white and Negro races. In the State of
Arkansas every effort is being made to
give all pupils the highest type of educa-
tional advantages. I quote from a news
release from the State board of educa-
tion written by Commissioner A. W,
Ford in this regard:

Schools in Arkansas are the best in our
history. This does not imply that we do not
have many problems. But it does indicate
that significant progress is being made in
public education.

Ninety-eight percent of pupils, both white
and Negro, are attending school 8 months
this year. Our transportation system is one
of the best. The school-lunch program ranks
with the best in the Nation. Millions have
been spent in recent years for new buildings
and eguipment. Our teachers are the best
in our history. This is shown by the con-
stant improvement in teacher preparation.

Many other improvements could be noted.
The morale of the school people has defi-
nitely improved.

We will continue to have problems. But
we should be thankful for living in a coun-
iry where we can have problems and where
we are privileged to work on these problems
in our own way.

I have received some letters from emi-
nent Arkansas educational leaders with
respect to the manner in which school
districts are now being operated in vari-
ous cities of my district. These school
leaders are superintendents of schools
in which an appreciable percent of pu-
pils in such districts attend the colored
schools.

I have a letter from Superintendent
J. E. Harris, of the Marvell Public
Schools, Marvell, Ark., and I quote from
his letter as follows:

MarvELL PUBLIC SCHOOLS,
Marvell, Ark., February 27, 1954.
The Honorable E. C. GATHINGS,
House of Representatives,
Congress of the United States,
Washington, D. C.

Dear “Toox": I have your letter of Feb-
ruary 24 before me and I am happy to be
able to help you in submitting the follow-
ing information as per your request:

1. Our district schools, according to the
1852-53 records, could only operate three
months on tax funds paid by Negroes in our
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2. The district assumes a total expense of
878,600 per year to operate Negro schools in
this district.

3. Our expenditures for transportation of
Negro pupils last year was $10,000.

4. About 90 percent of the operating funds
spent on Negro schools is borne by whites.

5. The personal property assessment, less
utilities, in our district is broken down as
follows: White—$685,125; colored—$230,700.

If I can be of further service to you, please
feel free to call on me,

Sincerely yours,
J. E. HARRIS,
Superintendent,

The next letter that I would like to
make a part of my remarks is from Su-
perintendent O. M. Shultz, Jr., of Wil-
son public schools, Wilson, Ark., and I
quote:

WiLsoN PuBLic SCHOOLS,
Wilson, Ark., March 3, 1954.
Mr, E. C. GATHINGS,
Congress of United States,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. GaTHINGS: Regarding yours of
February 24, I have done my best to secure
accurate answers for you.

1. Our school district could not operate
1 day on tax funds paid by Negroes in our
district. The total assessed valuation of the
Wilson School District is $2,368,237. Our tax
assessor estimates the real estate owned by
Negroes in our district would be assessed
around $4,000 and the personal property
around $13,439.30. The real-estate estimate
is rather accurate, due to the fact that we
took land ownership plots in arriving at this
estimate. The personal-property estimate
was arrived at by taking 2 percent of per-
sonal-property valuation of the school dis-
trict, which the assessor thought to be about
right. The only way that we could arrive
at an accurate figure would be to go through
every personal property assessment sheet.
The real-estate assessments do not show
whether they belong to Negro or white.

2. During the 1952-53 school year, $40,-
27126 was spent In operation of Negro
schools. You understand, of course, that
only a part of the money for operation of
schools comes from local revenue.

3. In the 1952-53 school year, it cost $4,300
to transport the Negro pupils of this dis-
trict. This figure includes only actual ex-
penditure. In other words, no depreciation
or capital outlay on buses is figured.

4. The colored people of our district bear
less than 1 percent of expense of local taxes
in the Wilson School District.

5. According to our audit, the following
figures give the per-pupil cost of Negroes and
whites for the 1952-53 school year:

White high-school cost per pupil__. $277. 33
White elementary-school cost per

pupil 140. 83
Negro high-school cost per pupil-__ 789.79
Negro elementary-school cost per

pupil 60. 24

It is my hope that the above information
will be of some value to you. If I can be of
further help, do not hesitate to call me.

Respectfully yours,
O. M. SHULTEZ, Jr.,
Superintendent, Wilson Schools.

I include a letter from Superintendent
A. L. Whitten, of the Marianna public
schools, Marianna, Ark.:

MarIANNA PusLic ScHoOOLS,
Marianna, Ark., March 8, 1954,
The Honorable E. C. GATHINGS,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Tookx: I was glad to get your letter
of February 24, in which you were asking
about expenses for our Negro schools.

We have about 1,400 Negroes and 1,200
white students in our district, We employ
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41 teachers of each race. Our white teach-
ers have higher gualifications in general than
the Negroes and receive about $380 a year
more L

I should think that the local tax pald by
Negroes would operate our entire district for
4 or 5 weeks.

You asked about the amount of money
spent to operate Negro schools. I should
like to report that §76,619 was spent in
1951-52 as current expenses for our Negro
schools. This was 40 percent of the total
amount spent in current funds for that
school year. We spent $2,078 to transport
Negro students, but are spending twice that
amount this year.

The Marianna district receives about one-
half of its revenue from State sources and
the remainder comes from a 28-mill levy on
the assessed valuation in our district which
embraces 232 square miles. I should think
that the white taxpayers of this district pay
at least 85 percent of the total operating cost
for all the schools in the district. We oper-
ate the only high school for Negroes in Lee
County and have approximately 60 nonresi-
dent pupils in high school. We are asking
a 4-mill increase in local taxes this year in
order that we can make further improve-
ments in Negro teachers’ salaries and in the
facilities for Negro students.

Our Negro patrons have great pride in their
own high school and if it were properly
equipped and if they were provided with
sufficient classroom space and good teachers,
I am sure they would be very happy on the
present segregated basis.

If we attempted to equalize fully from
local sources of revenue, it would be neces-
sary that the total millage be increased from
the present 28 mills to approximately 45 to
50 mills, Most of this expense would come
in providing adequate buildings and trans-
portation facilities.

I appreciate your Interest in this subject
and I am sincerely hoping for a separate but
equal ruling from the Supreme Court,

Cordially yours,
A. L. WHITTEN,
Superintendent.

I had ocecasion to discuss this matter
of nonintegrated schools with Mr. W. B.
Nicholson, an able and learned superin-
tendent of the public school system at
Blytheville, Ark., on his recent visit to
Washington enroute home from the At-
lantic City National School Conclave.
Mr. Nicholson prepared a most timely
résumé with respect to the opportuni-
ties offered both white and Negro stu-
dents in the Blytheville School District.
I would like to quote verbatim from
Professor Nicholson’'s statement:

EVALUATION OF THE RACE PROBLEM IN BLYTHE-
vILLE PUBLIC ScHOOLS, BLYTHEVILLE, ARK.

In the Blytheville School System all schools
without respect to race are under the ad-
ministration of one superintendent, one
board of education, one elementary super-
visor, and one high-school supervisor.
Classes of Negro children are visited regu-
larly by the supervisors who are white
women. These supervisors from time to
time take over the classes and demonstrate
teaching technlques for the benefit of the
teacher. Regular teachers' meetings are held
and attended by the supervisors.

All teachers in the Blytheville School Sys-
tem are paid according to the same salary
schedule. It is a significant fact that one
of the first grade teachers in a Negro school
qualifies for the highest classroom salary pro-
vided for in the salary schedule. This
teacher has a master's degree and maximum
teaching experience. First grade teachers
recelve slightly more than other teachers
according to the salary schedule. There-
fore, this teacher qualifies for and receives
the highest classroom salary the schedule
provides for.
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A recent secret poll of the Negro teachers

in the Blytheville school system showed
that 1 teacher cut of total of 36 voted against
segregation. The others favored segregation
with equalization of educational facilities
and opportunities. The point these teachers
made was that under a segregation policy
their teaching positions were safe and se-
cure.
They, themselves, furnished me with data
showing the pitifully small number of Negro
teachers employed throughout the Nation,
especially in the north and east, where it is
claimed segregation is not practiced.

PER PUPIL COST OF THE SCHOOLS

The per pupil cost of the Blytheville
school system averages for the elementary
schools slightly more than $160. The aver-
age per pupil cost for Negro elementary
schools is included in this figure.

In the high schools the per-pupil cost for
white children is somewhat higher than the
same cost for Negro children. When it is
considered that more than nine-tenths of the
school tax money is paid by white taxpayers
and that approximately 60 percent of the
children in school are white, 1t does not be-
come necessarily an injustice, if the per-
pupil cost for white children is a few per-
centages higher than the per-pupil cost for
Negro children.
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Certain Negro leaders in this community
have pointed out to me a danger which they
see in the close assoclation of teen-age chil-
dren of the two races in school. They point
out that this is the time that the mating in-
stinct awakens and asserts itself with great
force. They fear for the continued existence
of their race if segregation in schools should
be abolished. They know they are in the
great minority and in due course of time
their descendants as pure-blood Negroes
would cease to be. They tell me they are
proud of their racial identity and prefer to
see their racial integrity and individuality
maintained and perpetuated. Their conten-
tion is, and I think justly so, for equalization
of opportunity in all fields of human en-
deavor and also for ample assurances and
help in maintaining their racial integrity and
dignity.

W. B. NICHOLSON,
Superintendent of Schools.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the teacher salary schedule of
the Blytheville Public School system be
inserted at this point in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Teacher salary sehedule, Blytheville public schools, Blytheville, Ark.

e Ealary including experience increments
ase
Professional training Period salary
1 year 2 years 3 years 4 years
1 year. $132. 75 $132.75 $132. 75 $132.75 $132. 75
1,194.75 1,194.75 1,194, 75 L1475 1,194 75
2 years 162. ( 167. 00 172.00 177.00 177. 00
1, 458, 00 1, 503. 00 1, 548. 00 1, 563.00 | 1, 568.00
3 years. 1908, 50 199. 50 205, 50 211. 50 211. 50
1, 741. 50 1, 795. 50 1, 849, 50 1,903. 50 | 1,903.50
4 years. 249. 72 256, 72 263,72 270,72 270,72
2, 247. 50 2, 310. 50 2,373. 50 2,436. 50 | 2,499.50
& years. 276. 50 284. 50 202. 50 300. 50 308, 50
2, 488, 50 2, 560. 50 2,632, 50 2,704. 50 | 2,776.50

Mr. GATHINGS. Some 3 or 4 years
ago a bond issue was voted by the patrons
of the Blytheville School District for the
purpose of constructing a school building
which was badly needed by both white
and Negro pupils, The directors of the
Blytheville School District saw fit to give
priority to the building of the colored
school although an urgent need existed
to build additional white facilities to
alleviate a severe overcrowded condition.
I cite this Blytheville case as typical of
the general attitude of our people in as-
suming the weighty responsibility which
rests upon them to offer the highest type
of school training to members of both
races. We feel without reservation or
equivoeation that every child of school
age, regardless of color, is entitled under
the Constitutions of the State of Arkan-
sas and of the United States to equal
educational opportunities and advan-
tages with respect to that received by
any other child. At the same time, we
hold that school children should be
classified into reasonable qualifications,
including sex, race, age, and mental
capacity. The individual States make
these decisions, and rightly so.

One of the things that can be done by
this Congress to provide better schools
and school facilities would be the enact-
ment of the bill (S. 2779) sponsored by
my colleague the senior Senator from
Arkansas, the Honorable Jouw L, Mc-
CrELLAN. The bill would provide limited
Federal financial assistance to the 48
States for the construction of public sec-
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.ondary and elementary school facilities.
This assistance will aid the States ma-
terially, and the local districts, in pro-
viding a greatly improved school system.
Under the McClellan bill, the first con-
sideration is “the urgency of the need”
and the equitable and nondiscrimina-
tory priorities in apportionment of the
Federal funds to projects where one need
for assistance is greatest.

The relations between the races in
the State of Arkansas and throughout
the South have continuously improved
in recent years. They are better today
than they ever have been before. We
only ask to be let alone, and that any
problem affecting the education of our
young people be handled by the several
States themselves. The continuation of
segregation in our public schools is in
the interest of continued good relations
and the advancement of both races.

Our American heritage is priceless;
our system of government is the envy of
nations everywhere. The maintenance
and preservation of constitutional gov-
ernment is, or ought to be, the concern
of all. Our forebears settled here to es-
cape from the yokes of tyranny and op-
pression so that they might enjoy the
blessings attending a free people. The
framers of our Constitution were pa-
triots in the truest sense. They wrote
into that document in article 1, section
1, and I quote:

All legislative powers herein granted shall
be vested in a Congress of the United States,
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which shall consist of a Senate and House of
Representatives.

Encroachment by the Supreme Court
of the United States on that constitu-
tional provision is not a threat, it is a
reality. The danger is real. The issues
raised by these five cases now before the
Court should turn on the 10th amend-
ment, which reserves all powers to the
States which are not specifically dele-
gated to the Federal Government. I
cannot believe that the Justices of the
Court will run roughshod over prece-
dents and propriety in handing down
this decision.

Mr. Speaker, the matter of providing
school facilities to the Nation’s children
is a matter for the several States to de-
termine. Any action on the part of the
Supreme Court to destroy the segregated
school system in the State of Arkansas,
as well as the other States, will do ir-
reparable harm to both the Negro and
white races alike. I trust that the Su-
preme Court will see fit, in deciding these
five school cases, to base its ruling on
precedents and not on political consid-
erations. The cases should be dismissed.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GATHINGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The
statement which the gentleman has
made, I think, is necessary and also
constructive. I wonder if the gentleman
has noted the decisions of the Supreme
Court which you might say enacted
legislation, labor legislation, especially
touching the Wagner Act.

Mr. GATHINGS. There are at least
32 decisions in which the Supreme Court
overrode previous decisions of that par=
ticular tribunal.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GATHINGS. I yield.

Mr, DAVIS of Georgia. The bulwarks
of our Government and of our civiliza-
tion will continue to stand only if we
have people with intellect and capacity
to recognize it when they are being at-
tacked and who have the courage to
oppose such attacks and resist them
vigorously when they are made.

The gentleman has pointed out to the
House this afternoon very clearly the
danger which we face by having one of
the bulwarks of our Government torn
down, the bulwark of States rights. The
gentleman has pointed out to us very
clearly that these rights are now under
attack through a method of usurpation
of legislative functions by the judicial
department.

The gentleman has rendered a great
service to us by calling attention to this,
and I want to commend him for the very
able address which he has just delivered.

Mr, GATHINGS. I thank the gentle-
man from Georgia, and I want to say
that the gentleman from Georgia is an
able attorney and had a marvelous
record as judge in his own State prior
to his coming to this body. He has
consistently been the spearhead in con-
nection with the maintenance of consti-
tutional processes and I thank him so
much for his splendid contribution.
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Mr. HERLONG. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GATHINGS. I yield.

Mr. HERLONG. I was very much in-
terested in the remarks of the gentle-
man with regard to segregation in our
schools. I should like to relate an inci-
dent that happened when I was home
during our vacation last year.

A Negro doctor came to see me and
asked if there was legislation pending up
here designed to make white and colored
children go to the same schools. I told
him there was no legislation, but that
there were cases in the Supreme Court.

He said, “I hope you will do everything
you can to prevent that from happening,
because,” he said, “I was born and raised
in Boston; I was educated at Boston
University, and I have practiced there.
I now have moved to Florida because I
feel T can render a greater service to my
people here in Florida, and my children
are happier here.” He said, “They would
not be happy if they were compelled to
go to the same school with white
children.”

That points up and emphasizes just
what the gentleman said a moment ago
about the ill effect of forcing the two
races together.

Mr. GATHINGS. I agree with the
gentleman and thank him wholeheart-
edly.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GATHINGS. 1 yield.

Mr., BENNETT of Florida. I compli-
ment the gentleman particularly on his
acknowledgment of the fact that our
Federal Government has a responsibility
to assist in the construction of Negro
schools. I have introduced legislation to
accomplish this objective, and I hope
that hearings can soon be had upon it.

Mr. GATHINGS. I had not known
before that the gentleman from Florida
was sponsoring this legislation. School
facilities for both races are needed.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GATHINGS. 1 yield to the gen=
tleman from Arkansas,

Mr. MILLS. I desire to join my other
colleagues in complimenting the gentle-
man from Arkansas on the statement
he has made and the fact he has brought
this information to the Members of the
House and to the country as a whole.
Certainly the gentleman’s statement is
timely and I hope that many will take
heart in the points which the gentleman
has made. If we in our State and in
other States are given some time, these
problems can be worked out at State
level, as the gentleman desires them to
be worked out.

Mr. GATHINGS. I thank the gentle=
man very much. The problems posed in
the five cases before the Court are solely
State matters.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GATHINGS. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippl. The
gentleman has painted a very clear pic-
ture of what I consider to be perhaps
the greatest danger facing our American
democratic institutions. The question of
whether or not segregation in public
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schools shall be continued in the South
is more or less a minor question in rela-
tion to the long-range damage that
would result from an adverse Supreme
Court decision in this instance. We in
the South are not so much disturbed over
the immediate effects of an adverse Su-
preme Court ruling. It would be a very
simple matter for us to abolish our public
schools and set up a private segregated
school system, which we certainly will do
in the event the Supreme Court rules
that we must integrate our public
schools.

The real danger rests in the tend-
ency of the Court, to disregard the 10th
amendment of the Constitution of the
United States in rendering its decisions,
and also to disregard the fact that only
Congress has the power to pass laws.
There has been a tendency in recent
vears, as you know, for the Supreme
Court to usurp legislative powers, powers
which rightfully belong to the Congress
and to the Congress exclusively.

I was very much disturbed when I
read the seven questions which were pro-
pounded by the Supreme Court to the
attorneys on both sides in this case.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Bow). The time of the gentleman from
Arkansas has expired.

(On request of Mr. WirLiams of Mis-
sissippi and by unanimous consent, Mr.
GaTHINGS was allowed to proceed for an
additional 5 minutes.)

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, in my opinion the questions
which were asked by the Supreme Court
in this case were questions which related
exclusively to legislative matters. They
dealt with methods of implementing an
adverse court decision, purely a legisla-
tive prerogative. In my opinion, the
court is not properly concerned with the
answers to those questions; those are
matters for Congress to determine.

Mr. GATHINGS. Iam grateful to the
gentleman from Mississippi for bringing
his splendid comments to the attention
of this House. I want to say to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi that he made a
marvelous talk to this House just a few
days ago on this same subject.

Mr. FORRESTER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GATHINGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia.

Mr. FORRESTER. I certainly want
to compliment the gentleman upon his
most logical and most timely address. I
cannot help but regret the fact that when
matters like this are discussed there are
so few Members of this body on the floor.
In addition to that, I seriously deplore
that speeches of this kind and character
cannot be printed without expense to
the Congressmen in order that matters
of this kind might be distributed into
the homes of America. You know, it
is a sad and tragic fact that a lot
of our people in this country are com-
pletely unaware of one of the great-
est dangers confronting this country to-
day. The people are entitled to that
kind of information. I was impressed
with the gentleman’s criticism concern-

- ing Attorney General Brownell. The

gentleman is entitled to that criticism.
There is no doubt about that. He could
not possibly be a friend of the Court. As -
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a matter of fact, he is an intruder and it
should have been considered as an insult
to the Court.

But now I want to be fair about it. I
want to say that the chances are good
that Attorney General Brownell felt he
was following precedent because some of
our Democratic Attorneys General have
done the same thing. But it is not right
and it is absolutely beyond the realm of
his position, whether he be Democrat or
whether he be Republican or who he is.
I compliment the gentleman very much
on his criticism relative to the issue that
was brought before the Court on segre-
gation. It is a matter that has been
completely closed for 88 years. I can-
not understand why Attorney General
Brownell feels that it is a matter that
has not been solved. Mr. Sumner and
Mr. Thaddeus Stevens, the radical of
radicals on this issue, understood that
the matter was closed. But I certainly
cannot understand why, when he looks
at the District of Columbia, the seat of
this Government, that for 88 years you
have had segregated schools in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, which you could not
possibly have had, had the matter not
been completely settled. Yes; the gen-
tleman is eminently correct. The Su-
preme Court, unfortunately, has become
a lawmaking agency instead of a law-
construing agency and is absolutely run-
ning wild without any check and without
any balance. I thank the gentleman for
his contribution to constitutional govern-
ment.

Mr. GATHINGS. I thank the gentle-
man from Georgia most heartily. Iwant
to say to the gentleman from Georgia
that I have heard many Members of this
House make complimentary remarks
with regard to the marvelous talk he
made recently on the question of judi-
cial law. I agree with their views.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GATHINGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. When
the gentleman so kindly yielded to me a
few minutes ago, I did not have in mind
the question of segregation, rather how
far the Court might go in judicial legis-
lation. But, in view of what was said
by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
WiLrLiams], to the effect that perhaps a
State would do away with its public sys=
tem of education, then does the gentle-
man or did the gentleman from Georgia,
where I understand they now have such
legislation, think that the Supreme Court
or the Congress could order the State to
establish and maintain a system of edu-
cation for all the people?

I am asking for information, and not in
any critical vein.

Mr. GATHINGS. 1T feel that neither
the Supreme Court nor Congress should
attempt to dictate to the States what
should be done with respect to public
education. I should like to yield to the
gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman is asking me—I see
he is looking in this direction—in the
first place, I do not think at all that
the Supreme Court has any authority
to outlaw segregation or to outlaw any-
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thing else. I think they have no author-
ity or jurisdiction whatsoever to change
the law, amend the law, modify it, or
affect it in any way. But what they have
authority to do and what they have been
doing are two entirely different things.

To answer the question that the gen-
tleman asked, I think that the Supreme
Court feels that they have authority to
take the step which the gentleman has
just suggested. I think they feel that
they are entirely capable of outlawing
segregation and then of ordering the
State to comply with whatever decision
they might hand down; although, at the
same time, I think that it would be com-
pletely unconstitutional and they would
be completely without authority or juris-
diction. In my opinion neither the
Supreme Court nor the Congress can,
under the Constitution, order a State to
establish or maintain a particular sys-
tem of education. The kind of system
a State maintains, or whether it main-
tains a system at all, are questions for
the State to determine—not the Supreme
Court or Congress.

Mr. GATHINGS. I am in full accord
with the gentleman’s position and wish
to laud him for his efforts to preserve
constitutional government in this coun-

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has again
expired.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman have an additional 5
minutes.

Mr. BROWNSON. I object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. If the
gentleman will stick around, I have 20
minutes, and I will make the same
request.

THE NATIONAL SCIENCE
FOUNDATION

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I want
to speak today about the National
Science Foundation. Ihave been greatly
interested in the Foundation from the
beginning when it was no more than an
idea in the heads of some of our leading
scientists, educators, and public officials.
I followed the progress and worked
toward the realization of this idea
through the long legislative incubation
period.

For a time, even after the legislation
was approved, the existence of the Foun-
dation seemed to be touch and go because
of lack of funds. But today I am con-
fident that the Foundation is here to
stay and grow in importance. After 3
years of successful operation I know that
the principles upon which it was founded
are correct and that the need for this
central scientific agency is greater than
ever before.

In the Foundation we have an organi-
zation designed to serve as guardian for
and to promote basic research in the
sciences. It is based on our profound
belief that knowledge is good for its own
sake and that from the search for scien-
tific truth, in ways which we cannot al-
ways foresee, we best serve the purposes
of our national security, health, and
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prosperity. The facts of the matter are
that the greatest and most vital practical
advances trace directly back to basic
research.

The importance of basic research and
of the place of the Foundation in our
national life has been recognized by
other Federal agencies which depend
upon technology. Recently the Honor-
able Donald A. Quarles, Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense for Research and Devel-
opment, called attention to the continu-
ing need for new scientific knowledge as
a base for our military technology.

Our tremendous effort during the last
war—

He states—

diverted scientists from their main mission
of basic research and education. As a re-
sult, applied research and development has
rapidly overtaken the supply of basic knowl-
edge. Recognizing this vacuum after the
war, the military departments furnished a
considerable part of Federal support of basic
research. However, in creating the National
Science Foundation in 1950, the express In-
tent of Congress was that the Foundation
take over the support of general-purpose
research. During the Korean war appropri-
atlons for the Foundation were so meager
that only partial readjustment was possible.
Since then, there have been pressures to com-
plete the readjustment and, in line with this,
the Department of Defense plans to get out
of the business of supporting research for
the general purpose of advancing science,
leaving this function to the National Science
Foundation.

I would also call to your attention cer-
tain pertinent passages in the recent re-
port of the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce on the toll of disease
and present efforts to prevent and con-
trol disease. This excellent document
contains a thoroughly up-to-date assess-
ment of the state of our knowledge on
heart disease, cancer, mental illness,
arthritis, and other major diseases which
afflict and cripple our people today. This
report strongly emphasizes that scien-
tists, even those interested in specific
diseases, urge continuing and increased
support for additional research on the
basis common to many diseases.

Simply increasing the availability of med-
ical care—

The report states—

cannot of ltself solve the problems of dis-
ease. One of our prime sources is that of
knowledge—knowledge about the causes of
the principal diseases that plague mankind
today. Without such knowledge the preven-
tion and control of many such diseases is
impossible.

The report notes that basic research
study often appears abstract and unre-
lated to disease problems when taken out
of the context of which they are an in-
tegral part.

These investigations—

It states—

are, however, on the frontier of medical re-
search. In the opinion of many scientists,
not only must the volume of work in this
noncategorical and basic area be adequately
supported, but expansion of such studies is
a matter of high priority. The reason for
this belief is the fact that disease is an ab-
normal functioning of one or more parts of
the machinery which makes up the human
body. To understand the abnormality and
its causes, it is necessary to know and under=
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stand the normal processes and functions.
Thus, one of the primary objectives must be
the attainment of knowledge which permits
a fuller understanding of the fundamental
life processes that make the body function
as an organized and well-regulated machine.

So, we learn that we must strengthen
our basie underlying knowledge of nature
in order to make advances in specific
fields. Herein lies the strength and the
promise of the work supported by the
National Science Foundation.

Now, I wish to point out how basic
research contributes to the industrial ad-
vance and wealth of this country. I will
mention some specific examples of how
basic research carried out during the
past 25 years has contributed in the
single field of chemistry to our gross na-
tional product.

First, there are the basic studies on
polymerization or the step-by-step
growth of large organic molecules. From
this work, carried on in large part in the
universities, has grown the synthetic-
rubber industry, with a gross production
this year of $600 million, and the syn-
thetic-fiber industry—nylon, dacron, and
so forth—amounting to $400 million, and
a large section of the plastics industry
amounting to $600 million a year.

Basic research on the separation of
liquids and gases led directly to the mod-
ern processes for production of benzene,
toluene, xylene, and butadiene—indus-
tries totaling $350 million a year.

Basic chemical studies of titanium and
its compounds—supported in large part
by the Government—have made possible
the $200 million titanium industry, and
the use of titanium as a structural mate-
rial is just beginning.

Basic studies on vitamin chemistry
have enabled us to manufacture syn-
thetic vitamins A, Bl, B2, C, and D
valued at $50 million a year.

Basic research on antibiotics has led to
the synthesis of chloromycetin, the first
synthetic antibiotie.

Basic studies on thermodynamics and
the physical chemistry of organic com-
pounds have led to greater yields in pe-
{roleum processing and the development
of better motor fuels—adding another
$300 million a year to an already giant
industry.

Basic studies of surface-active agents
have created the wholly new detergent
industry which today contributes $500
million to our gross national produet.

As the distinguished gentleman from
New York [Mr. CoLE] is well aware, the
atomic-energy industry in the last anal-
ysis depends largely upon chemistry for
processing and reprocessing of fuel ele-
ments. Our use of uranium, plutonium,
beryllium, zirconium, and the other ma-
terials needed in this great new indus-
try has stemmed directly from basic
research.

These are simply a few examples from
one field of science. But they may help
to show how directly basic research in-
creases our national wealth and helps to
assure a rising standard of living in this
country.

By the end of the current—1954—fis-
cal year the Foundation will have obli-
gated about $6.5 million for about 600
research projects in basic science. Since
the average project is financed for 2
years, the Foundation in effect has made
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possible the fuller utilization of 1,200
project-years of our best scientific talent.
We often speak of the need for con-
servation and wise utilization of our na-
tional resources. Hundreds of millions
of dollars are appropriated each year for
conservation of water, of forests, of top-
soil, of minerals, and of petroleum,
Here we are concerned with not only
the conservation and most effective utili-
zation but the expansion of one of our
greatest national resources—the supply
of competent, well-trained scientists.
Russia’s intense efforts to increase its
supply of scientifically trained manpow-
er emphasizes the importance of our
continued affairs along this line.

For fiscal 1955 the President has asked
for $14 million for the program of the
Foundation, of which $10 million is allo-
cated for the direct support of basic re-
search. This includes $3 million pro-
vided for research no longer to be sup-
ported by the Department of Defense—
essential research but research mnot
directly related to military operations
and, hence, more appropriately carried
on by the Foundation.

This support of basic research does
not compete for the services of the able
scientists in the country. It simply en-
ables them to increase their productivity
in their chosen fields of research and, at
the same time, provides vitally necessary
experience and training for younger
scientists.

The rest of the Foundation’s appro-
priation will be expended directly on the
education of promising young scientists,
on improving education in the sciences,
on improving the means and methods
of furthering the exchange of scientific
information, and on making those
studies which will assist this country in
developing the wisest national policies
regarding science.

These are productive dollars. In sup-
porting basic research we buy at reason-
able prices a stronger, healthier, more
prosperous nation.

In conclusion, I am including the text
of the Executive order issued by the
President on March 17 with reference
to scientific research by the Federal
Government and the press release which
accompanied it.

The Executive order follows:
EXECUTIVE ORDER—ADMINISTRATION OF SCIEN-

TIFIC RESEARCH BY AGENCIES OF THE FEDERAL

GOVERNMENT

‘Whereas the security and welfare of the
United States depend increasingly upon the
advancement of knowledge in the sclences;
and

Whereas useful applications of sclence to
defense, humanitarian, and other p
in the Nation require a strong foundation
in basic scientific knowledge and trained
scientific manpower; and

Whereas the administration of Federal
scientific research programs affecting insti-
tutions of learning must be consistent with
the preservation of the strength, vitality,
and independence of higher education in the
United States; and

Whereas in order to conserve fiscal and
manpower resources, it is necessary that Fed-
eral scientific research programs be admin-
istered with all practicable efficiency and
economy; and

Whereas the National Science Foundation
has been established by law for the purpose,
among others, of developing and encourag-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ing the pursuit of an appropriate and effec-
tive national policy for the promotion of
basic research and education in the sclences:

Now, therefore, by virtue of the authority
vested In me as President of the United
Btates, it is hereby ordered as follows:

SectioN 1. The National Science Founda=-
tion (hereinafter referred to as the Founda-
tion) shall from time to time recommend
to the President policies for the Federal Gov-
ernment which will strengthen the national
sclentific effort and furnish guidance toward
defining the responsibilities of the Federal
Government in the conduct and support of
scientific research.

Sec. 2. The Foundation shall continue to
make comprehensive studies and recommen-
dations regarding the Nation’s scientific re-
search effort and its resources for scientific
activities, ineluding facilities and sclentific
personnel, and its foreseeable scientific needs,
with particular attention to the extent of
the Federal Government’s activities and the
resulting effects upon trained scientific per-
sonnel. In making such studies, the Foun-
dation shall make full use of existing sources
of information and research facilities within
the Federal Government.

Sec. 3. The Foundation, in concert with
each Federal agency concerned, shall review
the scientific research programs and activi-
ties of the Federal Government in order,
among other purposes, to formulate methods
for strengthening the administration of such
programs and activities by the responsible
agencies, and to study areas of basic research
where gaps or undesirable overlapping of
support may exist, and shall recommend to
the heads of agencies concerning the sup-
port given to baslc research.

Sec. 4. As now or hereafter authorized or
permitted by law, the Foundation shall be
increasingly responsible for providing sup-
port by the Federal Government for general-
purpose basic research through contracts
and grants. The conduct and support by
other Federal agencies of basic research in
areas which are closely related to their mis-
sions is recognized as important and desir-
able, especially in response to current na-
tional needs, and shall continue.

Sec. 5. The Foundation, in consultation
with educational institutions, the heads of
Federal agencies, and the Commissioner of
Education of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, shall study the ef-
fects upon educational institutions of Fed-
eral policies and administration of contracts
and grants for sclentific research and devel-
opment, and shall recommend policies and
procedures which will promote the attain-
ment of general national research objectives
and realization of the research needs of Fed-
eral agencies while safeguarding the
strength and independence of the Nation's
institutions of learning.

Sec. 6. The head of each Federal agency
engaged in scientific research shall make
certain that effective executive, organiza-
tional, and fiscal practices exist to insure (a)
that the Foundation is consulted on poli-
cies concerning the support of basic re-
search; (b) that approved scientific research
programs conducted by the agency are re-
viewed continuously in order to preserve pri-
orities in research efforts and to adjust pro-
grams to meet changing conditions without
imposing unnecessary added burdens on
budgetary and other resources; (c) that ap-
plied research and development shall be un=-
dertaken with sufficient consideration of the
underlying basic research and such other fac-
tors as relative urgency, project costs, and
availability of manpower and facilities; and
(d) that, subject to considerations of secu-
rity and applicable law, adequate dissemi-
nation shall be made within the Federal
Government of reports on the nature and
progress of research projects as an aid to the
efficiency and economy of the overall Fed-
eral sclentific research program.
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8ec. 7. Federal agencies supporting or en-
gaging in scientific research shall, with the
assistance of the Foundation, cooperate in an
effort to improve the methods of classifica-
tion and reporting of scientific research
projects and actlvities, subject to the re-
quirements of security of information.

Sec. 8. To facilitate the efficlent use of
scientific research equipment and facilities
held by Federal agencies:

{(a) the head of each such agency engaged
in scientific research shall, to the extent
practicable, encourage, and facilitate the
sharing with other Federal agencies of major
equipment and facillties;

(b) a Federal agency shall procure new
major equipment or facilities for sclentific
research purposes only after taking suitable
steps to ascertain that the need cannot be
met adequately from existing inventorles
or facilities of its own or of other agencies;
and

(c) the Interdepartmental Committee on
Scientific Research and Development shall
take necessary steps to insure that each Fed-
eral agency engaged directly in sclentific re-
search is kept informed of selected major
equipment and facilities which could serve
the needs of more than one agency. Each
Federal agency possessing such equipment
and facilities shall maintain appropriate rec-
ords to assist other agencles in arranging for
their joint use or exchange.

Sec. 9. The heads of the respective Federal
agencies shall make such reports concerning
activities within the purview of this order
as may be required by the President.

DwiGHT D. EISENHOWER.

Tue WaITE House, March 17, 1954,

The press release follows:

THE WHiTE HOUSE,
March 17, 1954,

The Presldent today issued an Executive
order designed to strengthen the conduct and
administration of the scientific research and
development programs of the various depart-
mants and agencies of the Federal Govern-
ment.

The order directs the National Bclence
Foundation to make studies of the scientific
activities of the Nation and to recommend
to the President policies to strengthen the
research effort and define the Federal Gov-
ernment’s role in it. The Foundation, over
a period of time, 1s expected to become in-
creasingly responsible for providing Federal
support for basic research carried on in uni-
versities and other nonprofit institutions.
Other Federal agencies, however, will con-
tinue to carry on basic research which is
closely related to their statutory missions.

The Foundation will also study the effects
of Federal research support on the Nation's
educational Institutions and recommend pol-
icies and procedures to promote the attain-
ment of the Federal research objectives while
safeguarding the strength and independence
of the educational institutions.

The order also directs the head of each
agency engaged in research to make sure that
such research programs reflect urgent needs
and are carried on economically and with
regard to the efficient use of scientific man-
power. In this connection the order pro-
vides a new method to facilitate the ex-
change of scientific equipment and facilities
among the Federal agencies so as to avoid
buying new equipment or building new facil-
ities when another agency has unused equip-
ment or facilities available.

In connection with his approval of the
order, the President made the following
statement:

“Sclence has a vital role in our Natlon’s
security and growth. During the past half-
century, it has brought about a vast trans-
formation in industry, in agriculture, in
medicine, in transportation, and in com-
munications. Military sclence has been
revolutionized by technological development.
The impact of sclence is increasingly felt in
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every field of public policy including foreign
affairs. All this has been brought about
through a combination of vision, initiative,
business enterprise, a strong educational sys-
tem, and the dedicated enthusiasm of the
scientific community.

“The responsibilities of the Federal Gov-
ernment toward science have likewise
changed greatly. In 1940, the Federal Gov-
ernment spent about $100 million in sup-
porting research and development. The
budget which I have just transmitted to the
Congress calls for expenditures for these
purposes in the next fiscal year of over 2
billion. This is convincing evidence of the
important role of science and technology in
our national affairs.

“The rapid expansion of Federal responsi-
bility requires prudent administration. More
than half of all the investment in the Nation
today for scientific research and development
is being made by the Federal Government.
In large measure, these Federal funds are
paid to industry and educational institu-
tions for the conduct of research and de-
velopment projects. Thus, our Federal poli-
cies and practices regarding research and
development are felt immediately and sub=-
stantially by industry and our educational
institutions.

“More than 90 percent of this Federal sup-
port is presently going into applied research
and development. This is the practical ap-
plication of basic knowledge to a variety of
products and devices. However, only a small
fraction of the Federal funds is being used
to stimulate and support the vital basic re-
gearch which makes possible our practical
sclentific progress. I believe strongly that
this Nation must extend its support of
research in basic science.

“While the Executive order which I have
signed today calls upon the National Science
Foundation to carry out important responsi-
bilities in regard to scientific research, it is
also designed to strengthen the conduct and
support of vital research and development in
the several agencies where science is impor-
tant in achieving their assigned missions.

“This order will for the first time set In
motion important steps leading to a thor-
ough and continuing review of the status
of the Federal Government’s activities in
science, and thus enable the Government,
together with industry, higher education, and
the scientific community, to move forward
with assurance toward the achievement of
the Nation’'s goals.

“I expect and belleve that this order will
clarify the position of the Government to-
ward the support and advancement of
science in the Nation and that it will con-
tribute in a constructive sense to the devel-
opment of our national policy in this impor-
tant and critical area."

And I want to quote two paragraphs
from a letter I received from Dr. Alan T.
Waterman, Director of the Foundation:

By focusing attention on the Federal re-
search and development effort, and in par-
ticular on the need for greater emphasis on
the more fundamental aspects of research,
the President’'s order serves to remind the
American people of the increasing impor-
tance of science to our national welfare and
defense.

By defining for the Federal agencles with
research and development programs the areas
of individual responsibility as well as those
which involve cooperative action, the order
will assist the National Science Foundation
and other agencies in functioning effectively.

Certainly this constructive effort by
the President and the officials of the
Foundation merit the warm support of
Congress and the people of this country.
Such support will bring great rewards
in an inereasingly strengthened advance~

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ment of science in its field of our na-
tional policy.

I am including an excellent editorial
from the New York Times dealing with
this development:

THE PRESIDENT ON SCIENCE

The President has directed the National
Science Foundation to survey Federal re-
search and development programs that now
cost us well over $2 billion a year and that
need coordination. His statistics and his
recommendations are those to be found in
the Foundation’s annual report of 19853.
Back of them is the general conviction that
this country must rely largely on science to
maintain its military and industrial position,
and that basic research, the backbone of
technological development, has not been ade-
quately supported.

Of the vast sums that we are spending for
research and development, 76 percent go to
the Department of Defense and about 10
percent to the Atomic Energy Commission,
again largely for defense. This can be ex-
plained in part by the national dread of
another world war and the emphasis on
atomic and other weapons and of that New
Look of which we hear so much, but only
in part. Despite the astounding progress in
science, we have relied too much on Europe
for new discoveries that we exploited. Even
the way that led to the atomic bomb was
indicated by Europe.

The National Science Foundation was cre-
ated in 1950 to do exactly what the Presi-
dent had in mind, or, in the words of the
act, “to develop and encourage the pursuit
of a national policy for the promotion of
basic research and education in the sciences.”
Yet the various Government agencies that
carry on research on a large scale do so in-
dependently, and there is nothing like an
overall Federal policy. For the National
Foundation it must be said that it is fully
aware of the need and that last year it com-
pleted preliminary plans for a survey of the
Nation’s effort in research and development,
The stage is now set for action.

SPECIAL ORDER

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. BROWNSON] is
recognized——

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, Mr.
Speaker, in view of the objection, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Obvi-
ously a quorum is not present.

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion of the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. MEADER].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Davis of Georgia)
there were—ayes 2, noes 7.

So the motion was rejected.

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore.
gentleman will state it.

Mr. ROONEY. Is there some delay?
Is there a hiatus at this time in the pro-
ceedings?

The SPEAEER pro tempore. The
House may not proceed without a
quorum.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr, Speaker,
I move a call of the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion of the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. Davisl.

The
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The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Davis of Georgia)
there were—ayes 4, noes 5.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present and object to the
vote on the grounds that a guorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It has
already been established that a quorum
is not present.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Then I
object to the vote.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman will state it.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. The

vote, as I understand it, came on a
motion; is that correct?

The SFEAKER pro tempore. That is
correct.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. The
vote having been objected to on the
ground that a quorum is not present, am
I correct in thinking that the rolleall is
automatic?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The roll-
call is not automatic.

The SPEAKER assumed the chair.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McCONNELL].

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 4 o’clock and 36 minutes p. m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, March 29, 1954,
at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1386. A letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a draft of a proposed
bill entitled “A bill to amend the Federal
Crop Insurance Act, as amended”; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

1387. A letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a draft of a proposed
bill entitled “A bill to amend section 8a (4)
of the Commodity Exchange Act, as
amended"; to the Committee on Agriculture.

1388. A letter from the Acting Secretary
of the Treasury, transmitting a report on
reasons why and responsibility for overdraft
of allotment account, 17th Coast Guard Dis-
trict, pursuant to subsection (i) of section
3679 of the Revised Statutes, as amended
(31 U. 8. C,, Sup. V 665); to the Committee
on Appropriations.

1389. A letter from the Archivist of the
United States, transmitting a report on
records proposed for disposal and lists or
schedules covering records proposed for dis-
posal by certain Government agencies; to
the Committee on House Administration.

1390. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting one copy each
of certain bills passed by the Legislative
Assembly of the Virgin Islands and the
Municipal Council of St. Thomas and St.
John, pursuant to section 16 of the Organic
Act of the Virgin Islands of the United
States approved June 22, 1936; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

1391. A letter from the Commissioner,
Immigration and Naturalization Service,
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Department of Justice, transmitting a list
of names involving suspension of deporta-
tion, and requesting that they be withdrawn
from those before the Congress and returned
to the jurisdiction of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

1392. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting a list of
cases involving the provisions of section 4 of
the Displaced Persons Act of 1948, as
amended, and requesting that they be with-
drawn from those before the Congress and
returned to the jurisdiction of the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

1393. A letter from the Chief Scout Execu-
tive, Boy Scouts of America, transmitting the
44th Annual Report of the Boy Scouts of
America for the year 1953, pursuant to the
act of June 15, 1916, “An act to incorporate
the Boy Scouts of America, and for other
purposes™ (H. Doc. No. 356); to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor and ordered to
be printed with illustrations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. EEATING: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H. R. 2556. A bill to amend section
8185 of title 18, United States Code; with
amendment (Rept. No. 1416). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. SHORT: Committee of Conference.
H. R. 5337. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a United States Air Force Acad-
emy, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1427).
Ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi-
ciary., H. R. 1465. A bill for the relief of
Helga Rossmann and her child; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1417). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Miss THOMPSON of Michigan: Committee
on the Judiciary. H. R. 3026. A bill for the
relief of Barbara Gene Coster; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1418). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House,

Miss THOMPSON of Michigan: Committee
on the Judiciary. H. R. 3038. A bill for the
relief of Mrs. Olympia Cuc; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1419). Referred to the
Committes of the Whole House.

Miss THOMPSON of Michigan: Committee
on the Judiciary. H. R. 3131. A bill for the
relief of Wesley Howard Leahy; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1420). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. HYDE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. 3249. A bill for the relief of Eatharina
Link; with amendment (Rept. No. 1421),
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H. R. 3003. A bill for the relief of
Sister Iolanda Sita, Sister Guerrina Brioli,
Sister Pasqualina Coppari, Sister Anna Urbi-
nati, Sister Ida Raschi, and Sister Elvira P.
Mencarelli; without amendment (Rept. No.
1422). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. HYDE: Committee on the Judiclary.
H.R. 4236. A bill for the relief of Nahi Yous=-
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sef; with amendment (Rept. No. 1423). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H. R. 4510. A bill for the relief of
Mrs. Helen EKon; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1424). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House,

Mr. HYDE: Committee on the Judiclary.
H. R. 4747. A bill for the relief of Gio Batta
Podesta; without amendment (Rept. No.
1425). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H. R. 4813. A bill for the relief of
Radu Florescu and Nicole Elizabeth Michel
Florescu; without amendment (Rept. No.
1426). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mrs. PFOST:

H.R.8558. A bill to continue temporarily
existing 90 percent of parity price supports
for milk and butterfat; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. BENDER:

H.R.8559. A bill to authorize the Publlc
Health Service to admit to its hospitals per-
sons addicted to the use of habit-forming
narcotic drugs who are duly committed to
the care of the service by a court of any
State, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. EOW:

H. R. 8560. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Act of 1949 to provide a limitation on the
downward adjustment of price supports for
milk and butterfat and the products of milk
and butterfat; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. CARLYLE:

H.R.8561. A bill to direct the Secretary
of the Interior, in cooperation with the Sec-
retary of the Army, to erect at Dunn, N. C.,
a suitable memorial to the late Maj. Gen.
Willlam Carey Lee; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mr. GROSS:

H. R. 8562, A bill to authorize the Director
of the Census to collect and publish statis-
tics on imports of twine; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HALE:

H. R.B85363. A bill to amend sectlon B04 of
the District of Columbia Code of March 3,
1901, with respect to the penalty in case
of assault with a dangerous weapon commit-
ted in the Senate Chamber or the House
Chamber; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

By Mr. JAVITS:

H.R.8564. A bill to authorize the Public
Health Service to admit to its hospitals per-
sons addicted to the use of habit-forming
narcotic drugs who are duly committed to
the care of the service by a court of any
State, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota:

H.R.8565. A bill to amend section 1089 of
the act entitled “An act to establish a code
of law for the District of Columbia,” approved
March 3, 1801, as amended, with respect to
the satisfaction of attachments, levies, or
other processes against compensation and
other income; to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts:

H.R. 8566. A bill to authorize the colnage
of special 50-cent pieces in commemoration
of the 300th anniversary of the founding of
Billerica, Mass.; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts (by
request) :

H.R.8567. A bill to increase the rates of
service-connected death compensation pay-

March 25

able to widows and children of persons who
served in the active military or naval service;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts:

H.R.8568. A bill to provide for the issu-
ance of a special postage stamp in commem-
oration of the 300th anniversary of the
founding of Billerica, Mass.; to the Commit~
tee on Post Office and Civil Service,

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts (by
request) :

H.R.8569. A bill to provide increases in
pensions for nonservice disabled who have
dependents; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

By Mr. SHORT:

H.R. 8570. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Navy to dispose of certain uncom-
Pleted naval vessels, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R.8571. A bill to authorize the con-
struction of naval vessels, and for other pur-
Pposes; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. THOMPSON of Texas:

H.R.8572. A bill to provide a method for
compensating claims for damages sustained
as the result of the explosions at Texas City,
Tex.; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BRAMBLETT:

H.R.8573. A bill providing for the con-
veyance by the United States to the Mon-
terey County Flood Control and Water Con-
servation District, Monterey County, Calif.,
of certain lands in Camp Roberts Military
Reservation, Calif.; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. DONOHUE:

H.R.8574, A bill to amend the Service-
men's Readjustment Act of 1944 so as to
reduce from 41, percent to 4 percent the
maximum interest rate on home loans made,
guaranteed, or Insured under that act; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. POAGE:

H.R.8575. A bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949, as amended, with respect
to price supports for basic commodities; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. POFF:

H.R. 8576. A bill to provide for jury trlals
in condemnation proceedings in TUnited
States district courts; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. TOLLEFSON:

H.R.8577. A bill to authorize the Public
Health Service to admit to its hospitals per-
sons addicted to the use of habit-forming
narcotic drugs who are duly committed to
the care of the Service by a court of any
State, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. YORTY:

H.R.8578. A bill to Increase the basic
rates of compensation of certain officers and
employees of the Federal Government; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. FOUNTAIN:

H.R.8579. A bill for the rellef of Z. A.

Hardee; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts:

H.R.85680. A bill for the rellef of Miss
Athena Kitsopoulou; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. SCUDDER:

H. R. 8581. A bill for the relief of Willlam
J. Robertson; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

By Mr. WALTER:

H.R.B8582. A bill for the rellef of Mario=
toula Georga; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.
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PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

584, By Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts:
Petition of the Boston Branch, National
Postal Transport Assoclation, relative to Post
Office handling of 3-cent mail by air; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Bervice.
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585. By Mr. TALLE: Petition signed by Mrs.
Charlotte Walby and 31 other persons in
Allamakee and Winneshiek Counties, Iowa,
advocating the passage of H. R. 1227; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

586. By Mr. SADLAK: Petition of the board
of directors of the Connecticut Tuberculosis
Assocliation opposing any further reduction
in the Federal budget for tuberculosis con-
trol; to the Committee on Appropriations.
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587. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Mrs.
G. B. McGowin and others, Tampa, Fla., re-
questing passage of H. R. 2446 and H. R. 2447,
proposed social-security legislation known as
the Townsend plan; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

588. Also, petition of H. C. Curtis and
others, West Palm Beach, Fla., requesting
passage of H. R. 2446 and H. R. 2447, proposed
social-security legislation known as the
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Postal Pay Legislation

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JAMES C. DAVIS

OF GEORGIA ‘
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1954

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
the House Post Office and Civil Service
Committee is engaged in holding hear-
ings on legislation to increase salaries of
postal and other workers. Today the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. LANTAFF]
made a statement to the committee re-
garding this legislation.

Mr. LANTAFF was a valued member of
the Post Office and Civil Service Com-
mittee for some time. He has, during
his service in Congress, made a close
study of postal and civil-service prob-
lems.

The statement which he made to the
committee shows a careful study and a
wide knowledge of the subject under
consideration.

I insert it herewith as a part of these
remarks:

STATEMENT oF HON, WIiLLIAM C. LANTAFF, OF
FroripA, BEFORE THE House COMMITTEE ON
PosT OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE, MARCH 25,
1954, oN THE SUBJECT OF A POSTAL PAY IN-
CREASE AND THE FRY REPORT
Mr. Chairman, as a former member of the

Post Office and Civil Service Committee,
I am deeply interested in the legislation
pending before you to provide an increase
in pay for postal employees. At the outset,
I should like to say that for various personal
reasons, I am not seeking reelection to the
Congress, nor anr I aspiring to any other po-
litical job. I plan to resume the practice
of law in Miami, Fla., following adjournment
of the 83d Congress. Therefore, my ap-
pearance before you today is not prompted
by any political motives, but rather because
of a sincere interest in the Post Office De-
partment and its employees.

I realize that the committee must weigh
several factors in arriving at a decision as
to whether or not the pay of our postal em-
ployees should be increased and if so, by
how much. Many of you are perhaps think-
ing that such an increase would make the
task of balancing the budget even more dif-
ficult. Some of you undoubtedly have ex-
perienced the situation in your communities
where a position paying $4,040 a year is
sought after by dozens of applicants and
that, accordingly, there is no necessity to
raise postal pay this year. Others perhaps
are wondering how you can justify a record
of voting for econonyy in Government if you
approve the expenditure of an additional $320
million, as called for by the Rhodes-Withrow
bills. All of these factors unguestionably
complicate the issue for you.

From a survey conducted in my district, I
am convinced, however, that not only the
best interests of the postal employees will
be served, but also the best interests of
the Post Office Department by an increase
in postal pay. As an example, of the 260
postal clerks in the Miami Post Office, 38
percent are forced to engage in part-time
work in addition to their postal duties in
order to provide for their families. The
wives of 35 percent of these employees are
forced to work. Notwithstanding this sup-
plemental income, debts increased for 70
percent of the clerks during the past year.
The average total debts, not including mort-
gages, amounts to $762.96, and 19 percent
of the clerks have been forced to borrow on
their insurance policies. The same situa-
tion that we find in the case of post-office
clerks is also true of the letter carriers in
the Miami office. Out of 271 letter carriers,
48 percent engaged in part-time work and
the wives of 43 percent of the letter car-
riers were working. At the same time, 83
percent of the carriers reported an increase
in debts.

These surveys were both taken in the sum-
mer months. It is quite probable that the
survey would show a greater number work-
ing during the winter months, because of
the fact that work opportunities are not as
great in Miami in the summer as they are in
the winter,

It seems rather obvious that today’s wage
scale is not geared to today's high cost of
living and is wholly unrealistic. Such a wage
scale adversely affects the morale of this
loyal group of employees and in the long run
increases the costs of operating the Depart-
ment. That such is true is supported by the
fact that there was a 25 percent personnel
turnover at the Miami post office for the
period April 1, 1852, through March 31,
1953, exclusive of Christmas and seasonal
help. This amounted to more than one a
day for each working day. Certainly, no
business of comparable size could operate
efficiently or economically with such a turn-
over.

Our objective in 1951, when we increased
postal salaries, was to k-ing these wages in
line with the high cost of living and to en-
able the Post Office Department to compete
with private industry in recruiting compe-
tent individuals into the service. As of July
1, 1951, when that increase became effective,
the Consumer’s Price Index of the Bureau of
Labor Statistics was 185.5. As of December
1953, the index stood at 192.1. This is the
last figure available for the old series index.

At the present time, the average annual
salary of a post office clerk is approximately
$4,040, and that of the letter carrier is $4,018,
according to the report of the Postmaster
General for July 1, 1852. It will thus be
seen that the ratio between the salary and
the BLS Index is approximately $22 for each
point of the index. Therefore, in order to
place the postal employee in the same salary
position that we placed him in 1951, we
would have to raise his salary at least §154
per annum.

There is another factor which I belleve we
should consider in arriving at a realistic wage

scale, For the 5-year period from 1947 to
1952, the Post Office handled an increase in
volume of 33 percent in number of pieces and
29 percent in weight, with an increase in
personnel of only 9 percent. These figures
are taken from the annual report of the
Postmaster General. If we only use one-
fourth of this improvement factor, which I
feel sure you will agree is most reasonable,
we could conclude that an additional 5 per-
cent should be added to postal salaries as a
reward to the postal employee for increasing
the efficiency of the service, even in the face
of a demoralizing wage scale.

Certainly, no one can deny that our postal
employees, in common with our citizens gen-
erally, are entitled to financial recognition
for the part they have played and are play-
ing in increasing efficiency and productivity
in the Department. If we in Congress recog-
nize that the employees of the Federal Gov-
ernment are entitled to share in the modest
extent I have recommended, I feel sure that
this added incentive will produce even great-
er savings in the Department and a better
postal service.

Now, if we consider that a wage increase
of $154 is necessary to restore the purchasing
power to the postal employee that we en-
deavored to give him in 1951, we would then
have an average annual earning for a postal
clerk of $4,194. To this should be added
the 5 percent that I have referred to, which
amounts to $209.70. The total increase that
would be justified, therefore, on the basis
that I have outlined would be a minimum of
$363.70 per annum.

I recognize that there is considerable merit
in the position taken by our employee groups
that postal salaries should be designed so as
to provide the employee with at least the
same sum that was available for normal liv=
ing expenses in the year 1939. However, the
other factors which I have discussed at the
outset of these remarks undoubtedly make
it difficult for the committee to go as far in
the adjustment of postal salaries as you
would like to do, Certainly, though, there
is ample justification for a salary increase of
approximately $400 per annum, and I urge
the committee to increase postal salaries at
least by this amount, so that the Department
can recruit and retain the high type of em-
ployee capable of rendering the type of serv~
ice demanded by the American people.

Before concluding my remarks I would like
to briefly comment on the Fry report. Fol-
lowing presentation of this plan to Congress
by the Postmaster General, I consulted with
the postal employees in my district to deter-
mine whether or not the Fry recommenda-
tions were workable, and while I certainly
don't pose to be an authority on the sub-
ject, I would like to call to the attention of
this distinguished committee certain recom-
mendations of the Fry report which I do not
believe are in the best interests of the postal
service.

In the first place, the plan of the Post-
master General contemplates that each post-
master will allocate individual jobs to grades
for which specifications have been published.
In other words, a clerk in the Miaml post
office might be classified as a clerk, junior,
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